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Senate 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, April 5, 1995) 

The Senate met at 10:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 

Lord God, Sovereign of this Nation, 
we praise You for the gift of authentic 
hope. More than wishful thinking, 
yearning, or shallow optimism, we turn 
to You for lasting hope. We have 
learned that true hope is based on the 
expectation of the interventions of 
Your spirit that always are on time 
and in time. You are the intervening 
Lord of the Passover, the opening of 
the Red Sea, the giving of the Ten 
Commandments. You have vanquished 
the forces of evil, death, and fear 
through the cross and the resurrection. 
All through the history of our Nation, 
You have blessed us with Your provi-
dential care. It is with gratitude that 
we affirm, ‘‘Blessed is the Nation 
whose God is the Lord’’—Psalm 33:12. 

May this sacred season culminating 
in the Holy Week before us, including 
both Passover and Easter, be a time of 
rebirth of hope in us. May Your spirit 
of hope displace the discordant spirit of 
cynicism, discouragement, and dis-
unity. Hope through us, O God of hope. 
Flow through us patiently until we 
hope for one another what You have 
hoped for us. Then Lord, give us the vi-
sion and courage to confront those 
problems that have made life seem 
hopeless for some people. Make us com-
municators of hope. We trust our lives, 
the work of the Senate, and the future 
of our Nation into Your all-powerful 
hands. In the name of the Hope of the 
World. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, has leader 
time been reserved? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Lead-
ership time is reserved. 

Mr. DOLE. I have two brief state-
ments. I will use part of my leader 
time. 

f 

THE FIRST 100 DAYS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it’s been 40 
years since a Republican-controlled 
Congress had the opportunity to mark 
any milestones. But when Republicans 
became the majority party after all 
those years, we wasted no time in mak-
ing history. 

As we approach the end of the first 
100 days of the Republican Congress, I 
want to take a moment to offer my 
congratulations to House Speaker 
NEWT GINGRICH and the House Repub-
lican majority for their spectacular 
success with the Contract With Amer-
ica. In his 1992 campaign, Bill Clinton 
promised to start his administration 
with ‘‘an explosive 100-day action pe-
riod.’’ Obviously, he had not met NEWT 
GINGRICH or a Republican Congress. 

Last November, the American people 
sent a powerful message to Wash-
ington. They told us they wanted a 
Government defined by its limit, not 
by its reach. They demanded a return 
to freedom and a renewal of oppor-
tunity. And they told us they were 
tired of Government promising too 
much, and delivering too little. 

From day one, the new Republican 
Congress demonstrated its commit-
ment to something all too rare in this 
town—keeping our promises to the 
American people. On January 4, we 
rolled up our sleeves, and started turn-
ing the message from the people into 
action. 

They gave us the message on last No-
vember 8, and now we are turning it 
into action. 

Action is precisely what House Re-
publicans provided with the Contract 
With America. They can be proud that 
they did what they said they would 
do—all ten initiatives were put to a 
vote, with dramatic, and often bipar-
tisan, results. 

If people didn’t already know that 
the Senate is a far different institution 
with different rules, they know now. At 
times, it seemed like the Democrat mi-
nority wanted to spend 100 days on 
every bill. But, despite all the filibus-
ters and delays, the Senate also 
achieved what I believe will be seen as 
remarkable success. 

Instead of taking most of January 
off, we got right down to business. Like 
the House, we acted immediately to 
lead by example, forcing Congress to 
live under the same laws we apply to 
everyone else. President Clinton quick-
ly signed this long overdue initiative. 
With a strong bipartisan majority, we 
approved S. 1, to stop Congress from 
passing unfunded mandates on to 
States and local governments, unless 
we send the money to pay for them. 
I’m proud to say that the unfunded 
mandates bill is now the law of the 
land, and has been signed by President 
Clinton. 

Again, leading by example, Senate 
and House Republicans put our budget 
cutting zeal to the test right here on 
Capitol Hill. Senate Republicans cut 
staff and overhead, reducing com-
mittee budgets by 15 percent. 

We voted to give the President the 
line-item veto, a long overdue tool in 
our efforts to rein in Government. To 
bring real discipline to Federal spend-
ing, the House approved the balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. Regrettably, the Senate fell one 
vote short. But, we’re not giving up, 
and we hope one of our colleagues, 
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somebody out there, wherever, who 
may have voted ‘‘no’’ will understand, 
if we are going to have the discipline 
and force the Congress to make these 
tough decisions, the balanced budget 
amendment is very, very important. 

And I must say I welcome anyone 
who wanted to be converted on that 
issue because I think it is critical. To 
me it is sort of the centerpiece of all 
the efforts we are making on both sides 
of the aisle. It is not a partisan issue. 
There is a new poll out today indi-
cating that 78 percent of the American 
people support the balanced budget 
amendment. I believe they understand 
probably better than we do that we 
need the discipline. We need to be able 
to say to people, Oh, we cannot do that. 
It is a great idea, but we have a con-
stitutional amendment now for a bal-
anced budget and we cannot start a lot 
of new programs, which start low and 
end up in the millions and billions of 
dollars. 

So it is my hope that, before this 
Congress ends, the balanced budget 
amendment will be before the States 
for ratification. It seems to me that is 
very, very important. 

Then just last night, we made a very 
important downpayment on deficit re-
duction by cutting $16 billion in unnec-
essary Government spending—not over 
5 years. The President advocated $16 
billion over 5 years. This year it is $16 
billion in the Senate bill and $17 billion 
in the House version. They will go to 
conference when we return after the re-
cess. My view is that we will have a 
very tough but a very fair spending re-
duction proposal to send to the Presi-
dent. I hope that he will see fit to sign 
it. 

We acted swiftly to ease burdens on 
working Americans, and those who cre-
ate jobs and opportunities. We restored 
the tax deduction for more than 3 mil-
lion self-employed Americans for the 
cost of health insurance premiums. We 
eased burdens on job-created businesses 
by approving the Paperwork Reduction 
Act. And we took an important first 
step in regulatory reform by approving 
a 45-day congressional review of exces-
sive regulations which cost America 
money and jobs. 

The Republican Congress’ first 100 
days stand in stark contrast to the 
first 100 days of the Clinton adminis-
tration. Instead of an explosive action 
period, President Clinton’s first 100 
days in office will be remembered for 
big Government policy bombs, such as 
the biggest tax increase in American 
history, including retroactive tax in-
creases and tax hikes on Social Secu-
rity recipients, and a misguided, un-
paid-for stimulus package that would 
have added billions to the deficit 
Americans are demanding we control. 

And in 1995, while Republicans were 
reining in Government during our first 
100 days, the Clinton administration 
was at it again, producing a budget 
that gave up on trying to ever balance 
the Nation’s books. And the President 
protected Washington’s chronic wild 

spending by fighting the balanced 
budget amendment, and the will of the 
American people. 

The good news is, during the next 100 
days, the Republican Congress is deter-
mined to protect our children, grand-
children, and future generations of 
Americans by producing a budget plan 
that will lead to balance budget by 
2002. It would be a lot easier if we had 
that one more vote on the Democratic 
side, and I do not think anyone in this 
Chamber would think that it would 
make it much easier for us to do that 
if we had that discipline. I really be-
lieve that someone will see the light, I 
hope. 

Mr. President, while the focus during 
the past 100 days has been on the 
House—and rightfully so—I believe the 
next 100 days will belong to the Senate, 
probably maybe the next 100 nights, 
too. There will be fewer recesses on the 
Senate side. The House is going out for 
3 weeks. We are going out for 2 weeks. 
We have to catch up. 

I do not quarrel with that because 
the Founding Fathers realized that 
they needed one body that could move 
very quickly. They wanted another 
Chamber where they would be more de-
liberate and certainly nobody can 
argue the point that we are very delib-
erate. 

In fact, we deliberate and deliberate 
and deliberate sometimes. We are not 
setting any deadlines. And no one ex-
pects the Senate to be a rubberstamp 
for the House. But we will continue to 
be guided by the common principles of 
reining in Government, returning 
power to the people and expanding op-
portunity. 

It is my hope that the Senate will ad-
dress many of the following issues, put-
ting the budget on a path to balance: 
welfare reform. That is a big issue, not 
partisan. It is bipartisan, as it should 
be. The President says he supports wel-
fare reform; cutting taxes for families. 
There will be a tax cut, a substantial 
tax cut measure passed in the Senate; 
reforming our legal system, regulatory 
reform, tough anticrime measures, vot-
ing on term limits and protecting U.S. 
interests in U.N. peacekeeping. 

Mr. President, on January 4, I walked 
across the Capitol to the floor of the 
House because I had never had the 
privilege of seeing a Republican Speak-
er. Now I have, and I know I speak for 
all of my Republican colleagues when I 
say I like the change. Tonight, Speaker 
GINGRICH will report to the Nation on 
the historic first 100 days of the Repub-
lican Congress. I look forward to 
watching, and I look forward to tack-
ling the important work that remains 
ahead. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). Under the previous order, 
there will now be a period for the 
transaction of morning business that 
will not extend beyond the hour of 1 

p.m., with speakers permitted to speak 
therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be able to 
proceed for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 
f 

REPUBLICAN ACTION TO BALANCE 
THE BUDGET 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
week does mark the final action in the 
House of Representatives on the so- 
called Contract With America. This 
week, there will be all kinds of analysis 
of what the Contract With America has 
meant, and I wanted the chance to 
take stock and share my view as people 
comment on the first 100 days of the 
so-called Contract With America. 

Let me say, as I said in a speech in 
January, there are some parts of the 
contract that are good, some parts of 
the contract that I strongly support. In 
fact, we already have two parts of it 
that have become law—the Congres-
sional Accountability Act that will 
apply to Members of Congress the laws 
that apply to everyone else. I support 
it. We tried to get it passed last year. 
It is now the law of the land. That is 
positive; and the unfunded mandates 
bill, which will make it more difficult 
for the Federal Government to send or-
ders out to the States to fund some-
thing that we deem necessary and ap-
propriate. That had gone too far. We 
have reined it in through legislation 
that is now also the law of the land. 
Those are both positive things, in my 
view. 

When we turn to the fiscal side of the 
House, when we look at how the Con-
tract With America impacts the long- 
term economic health of America, 
quite a different picture emerges. Very 
frankly, the numbers just do not add 
up. 

The proponents of the contract have 
said they are going to balance the 
budget; they are going to cut taxes; 
they are going to increase defense 
spending, and it is all going to work. 

Mr. President, we heard that same 
old song back in the 1980’s, when the 
Republicans captured control of the 
Senate, they had the White House, and 
they told us they could cut taxes dra-
matically, increase defense spending, 
and balance the budget. 

What happened? Well, they cut taxes. 
They increased defense spending, but 
the deficit and the debt of this country 
exploded. And now, Mr. President, we 
are seeing a repeat of that tragic, trag-
ic economic policy for this country. 
Now we are seeing a repeat, deja voo-
doo. We saw the economic policy of the 
1980’s referred to as voodoo economics, 
and indeed it was because it told the 
American people, when we already had 
a deficit, that we could cut taxes, raise 
defense spending and somehow it would 
all add up. It did not add up then, it is 
not going to add up now, and we ought 
not to repeat that experience. 
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That dug a deep hole for America— 

quadrupled the national debt in this 
country. Now we are faced with a cir-
cumstance in which we see the same 
sold economic nostrums peddled to us 
once again. 

Mr. President, I think it helps if we 
look at what is our current cir-
cumstance. This chart shows what it 
would take to balance the budget over 
the next 7 years. What are the cuts 
necessary to balance the budget if we 
do nothing to make the problem worse 
before we begin to solve it? This chart 
shows it would take $1.2 trillion of cuts 
over the next 7 years to balance the 
budget. 

Mr. President, unfortunately, our 
friends in the Contract With America, 
before beginning to solve this problem, 
have taken the first steps which are to 
make it worse. It makes no sense. Just 
this week, they passed in the House tax 
cuts of $345 over the next 7 years. So 
instead of starting by reducing the def-
icit, they have started by digging the 
hole deeper instead of starting by fill-
ing in the hole. 

Mr. President, this chart shows on 
top of the $1.2 trillion of cuts necessary 
to balance the budget over the next 7 
years, our colleagues in the House have 
added $345 billion of tax cuts over that 
period, so now we have a hole that is 
$1.555 billion. 

Mr. President, one might ask: Where 
are the spending cuts from our friends 
in the House of Representatives, from 
those who are advocates of the Con-
tract With America, where are the 
spending cuts to match the problem 
that we have of balancing the budget 
over the next 7 years? 

Mr. President, here is what they have 
come up with so far, $485 billion—$485 
billion of cuts matched up against the 
need of $1.54 trillion necessary to bal-
ance the budget over the next 7 years. 

Unfortunately, the full picture is 
even more serious. Let us just go to the 
next chart because the charts I have 
shown before this one assume we are 
going to take Social Security trust 
fund surpluses to reduce the size of the 
deficit over this next 7 years. 

If instead we were to balance the 
budget honestly and not be raiding So-
cial Security trust funds to balance the 
budget, what we find is instead of a $1.5 
trillion hole to fill, we have a $2.2 tril-
lion hole to fill. We have the $1.2 tril-
lion of spending cuts necessary to bal-
ance the budget over the next 7 years, 
we have $636 billion of Social Security 
trust fund surpluses that will be gen-
erated over that period, and now be-
cause of House action we have the $345 
billion of tax cuts that they have 
passed. To balance the budget honestly 
over the next 7 years we would need a 
whopping total of $2.191 trillion. 

Mr. President, again, let us see what 
they have done with the Contract With 
America in terms of meeting that need. 
We need nearly $2.2 trillion of cuts. 
They have come up with $485 billion so 
far. That looks to me like a $1.6 trillion 
gap. 

Our friends with the Contract With 
America have a $1.6 trillion—not mil-
lion, not billion—$1.6 trillion credi-
bility gap with the people of America, 
because if we are going to honestly bal-
ance the budget, we are going to close 
the gap between spending and revenue 
over the next 7 years, that takes $1.2 
trillion. If we are not going to use So-
cial Security surpluses, that is another 
$636 billion, and now they have stacked 
on top of that $345 billion in additional 
tax cuts—nearly $2.2 trillion necessary 
to balance the budget over the next 7 
years and they have come up with a 
measly $485 billion of cuts. 

Mr. President, they are not getting 
the job done. 

Now, if we look at the spending over 
the next 7 years, the projection is that 
we will spend $13.2 trillion over the 
next 7 years. 

Remember, we need now, based on 
the action they have taken over in the 
House, to save $2.2 trillion. We are in-
tending to spend $13.2 trillion over that 
period of time. 

Well, that looks like a manageable 
thing to do. Look at where the money 
is going. Interest on the debt, over $2 
trillion. In fact, we are going to spend 
more on interest on the debt over the 
next 7 years than we are going to spend 
on the national defense. We are going 
to spend $2.072 trillion on defense. We 
are going to spend $2.082 trillion on the 
interest on the debt. 

What are the other big areas of 
spending? Well, Social Security is the 
biggest—$2.894 trillion on Social Secu-
rity. We have Medicare, $1.847 trillion 
over the next 7 years; Medicaid, $962 
billion. So those are real, the big pots 
of money. And domestic discretionary 
spending, just over $2 trillion. Those 
are the big pots—Social Security, in-
terest on the debt, defense, Medicaid, 
Medicare, and domestic discretionary 
spending. 

In fact, one of the interesting things 
you find is in just five areas on the 
budget, we are spending 75 percent of 
the money—Social Security, interest 
on the debt, defense, Medicare, and 
Medicaid. 

But our friends have said, well, there 
are parts of this that we cannot touch. 
Obviously, you cannot cut interest on 
the debt. That is owed. We have to pay 
that. That is $2 trillion over the next 7 
years. So that is off the table. 

In addition, our friends have said So-
cial Security is off the table. We are 
not going to touch that, because that is 
the most fundamental contract with 
America. We have taken taxes from 
people in order to assure that they re-
ceive the benefits they have been 
promised. That is $2.9 trillion over the 
next 7 years. That is off the table. 

In addition, in the Contract With 
America, they have said we are not 
going to touch defense. It is off the 
table. That is over $2 trillion over the 
next 7 years. In fact, they say we ought 
to increase defense spending. 

Well, when you take Social Security, 
interest on the debt, and defense off 

the table, you have to achieve those $2 
trillion of savings out of about $6.2 tril-
lion of spending, because we have 
taken half of the budget off the table. 

Mr. President, that means we would 
have to cut everything that is left by a 
third in order to achieve the savings. 
Everything else would have to be cut 
by a third. 

I do not think that makes much 
sense—cut the highway program in this 
country by a third; cut veterans bene-
fits by a third, after we made a solemn 
promise and pledge to them; cut edu-
cation by a third; cut every nutrition 
program; every program to make this 
country a better place, cut them all by 
a third. 

Mr. President, there has to be a bet-
ter way of going about this. The Con-
tract With America so far is certainly 
not delivering on its promise to make 
the economic lives of Americans bet-
ter. One of the most disturbing aspects 
of what has been done is to look at how 
they have targeted the tax benefits. 

Because, let us be frank, they have 
targeted the tax benefits right at the 
richest, wealthiest people in this coun-
try. They have said to those who are at 
the top, ‘‘You get the lion’s share of 
benefits.’’ And they have said to every-
body else, ‘‘You get the scraps.’’ 

Mr. President, let me just make this 
clear. We have had 100 days of the Con-
tract With America, and the tax plan 
that they have passed gives 100 times 
the benefits to somebody earning over 
$200,000 as it gives to a family earning 
$30,000. If you are earning over $200,000 
in America today, you get an $11,200 
tax cut under what they have done in 
the other House under the Contract 
With America. 

If you earn over $200,000, you get an 
$11,200 tax cut. If you are a family 
earning $30,000, you get a $124 tax cut. 
That is nearly 100 times as much going 
to those earning $200,000 as to those 
earning $30,000. 

This is their idea of tax equity. This 
is their idea of fairness. This is their 
idea of somehow making America bet-
ter. 

Mr. President, this is the same old 
trickle-down economics that we have 
seen before. It is great if you make a 
lot of money, but it does not do much 
for you if you are in the middle income 
in this country. 

Frankly, the middle-income taxpayer 
will really pick up the tab, because we 
know what happened in the 1980’s with 
this economic theory. The debt ex-
ploded, the deficits exploded, and inter-
est rates exploded and, as a result, the 
things that cost middle Americans 
money—home mortgage, college tui-
tion—all of those things skyrocketed. 
So they get a $124 tax reduction. They 
will get many times that in increased 
expenses because of increased interest 
rates. 

Mr. President, this shows the Repub-
lican contract. Fifty-two percent of the 
proposed tax cuts go to the top 12 per-
cent of our population. Taxpayers with 
incomes of less than $100,000, 48 percent 
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of the proposed Republican tax cut 
goes to taxpayers with incomes of less 
than $100,000. The 12 percent at the top, 
those earning more than $100,000, they 
get 52 percent of the benefits. 

Again, I think a lot of people wonder: 
Gee, how is it? I read that in this Con-
tract With America, they had a $500 
tax credit for children. How could it be 
that a family earning $30,000 a year 
only gets $124 of benefit? 

Well, you know why that is true, Mr. 
President? Because they have played a 
little trick. They played a little trick 
in this tax plan. They did not make 
that credit refundable. And so if you 
look at what people are paying now 
and the tax relief they will get, you 
find that it is a big hoax; it is a big 
trick. 

A family earning $30,000 gets $124 of 
benefits. Those with $200,000 of income 
get $11,000 of benefit. That is fair? I do 
not think so. I do not think that is 
what the American people had in mind 
when they were told there was this 
Contract With America. I do not think 
they had in mind, when they talk 
about a 50-percent cut in the capital 
gains tax, that 75 percent of the benefit 
goes to the top 12 percent in this coun-
try; and that the other 88 percent of 
the people in this country get 25 per-
cent of the benefit. I do not think that 
is what they had in mind. 

Mr. President, this last chart shows 
what is happening to the deficit. I 
thought under the Contract With 
America, they were going to balance 
the budget. But let us look at, after the 
enactment of the Contract With Amer-
ica, what is happening with the deficit. 

Do you know what one finds? The 
deficit is going up. The deficit is not 
going down. The deficit is going up. 

I thought with this Contract With 
America, they were going to be reduc-
ing the deficit. I thought they were 
going to be moving toward a balanced 
budget. 

They have now passed the whole Con-
tract With America and the deficit is 
going up. What happened? What hap-
pened? They said in this Contract With 
America that they were going to re-
duce the deficits, reduce the debt, and 
balance the budget. 

But after the Contract With America 
is passed, the deficit is not going down, 
the deficit is going up. It is because the 
same old voodoo economics does not 
add up. It does not add up. 

Mr. President, this is going to be 
pretty sobering for the American peo-
ple to find out that they put their trust 
in something and, once again, they are 
disappointed. It is time for us to honor 
the most basic Contract With America, 
the pledge we took to uphold and de-
fend the Constitution of the United 
States. 

That is the real Contract With Amer-
ica that every Member of the House 
and the Senate have. And we have a 
duty and an obligation to secure the 
economic future of this country—a 
duty and an obligation. We ought to 
move immediately upon our return to 

balance the budget of this country, to 
do it in an honest way without raiding 
Social Security trust funds and to se-
cure a future for our children that is as 
full of promise and hope as what was 
turned over to us by previous genera-
tions. 

Mr. President, I think the Contract 
With America has some good points— 
congressional accountability, the no-
tion that we are no longer going to put 
off responsibilities on States that are 
beyond their ability to pay for. But 
this economic game plan is bankrupt. 
It does not add up. It is not fair, and it 
must be rejected. Then we must turn in 
a bipartisan way to doing what we all 
know must be done: to get our fiscal 
house in order, to get America back on 
track and to create economic oppor-
tunity for the people that we all rep-
resent. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

HUTCHISON). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President, 
it is my understanding that, under a 
previous order, each Senator is allowed 
to speak up to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

f 

BUDGET DEFICITS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President, 
I have been presiding, as you are, over 
the Senate for the last couple of days, 
and I would like to make some remarks 
about what I have heard from the other 
side, not the least of which we just 
heard from the good Senator from 
North Dakota. 

First, I will say that the charts that 
he has described do one thing. They 
very clearly paint a picture of the 
enormous financial crisis that our 
country faces. It was just the other 
morning that I spoke before the Senate 
and I pointed out that within 10 years, 
Madam President—and that puts vir-
tually every American I have spoken 
with at the table—all U.S. revenues 
will be consumed by just five things: 
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, 
Federal retirement, and the interest on 
our debt. Every dime of U.S. revenue 
will have been expended by those five 
outlays in just 10 years. So it is going 
to be this generation that has to come 
to grips with this issue. 

We cannot pass the baton to anybody 
else. It is going to happen on our 
watch. The clock has run out. It will be 
this generation of Americans that 
come to grips with this. 

But as I listened to the Senator from 
North Dakota as he was analyzing 
what our side of the aisle is coming 
with, he left out a couple salient facts. 

The first is that the new majority’s 
budget has yet to be presented. He was 
talking about the tax cut provisions 
that have come from the House, but we 
do not yet have the budget that has 
been presented from the House or Sen-
ate Budget Committees. 

I am comfortable that both those 
committees are going to come with 
budgets that move toward balance and 
do not add to the deficit. After all, it 
was the new majority that had to fight 
through this body the rescission cuts 
from the House which were $17 billion 
and, as the majority leader noted this 
morning, on the Senate side late last 
night, $16 billion. I might add, that is a 
stark contrast from what the President 
came to Washington to do, which was 
to add $16 to $19 billion just 2 years ago 
straight to the deficit if it had not been 
defeated by our side of the aisle. So he 
failed to address the fact that the new 
budgets have yet to be seen. 

The second point he left out is that 
the only budget that has been given 
that we have seen has been given to us 
by the President of the United States. 
We do have that budget. That budget 
adds $200 billion to the deficit for as far 
as the eye can see. If he had put the 
President’s proposal on his chart, it 
would have had to have reached clear 
to the top of the ceiling. The President 
has totally ignored the deficit—totally 
ignored it. 

The President was in Atlanta just 
this past week, and the President and 
the Secretary of the Treasury both 
said—this is an unbelievable state-
ment—but they both said that the 
United States is actually operating in 
an operational surplus. That is a stun-
ning statement from the President, the 
Chief Executive of the United States of 
America, that we are actually oper-
ating—he told a group of 2,000 students 
that we are actually operating with a 
surplus. 

He went on to say—asterisk—‘‘that 
is, if you do not count the interest on 
the debt.’’ 

Of course, most people I go to work 
with every day and who live in my 
hometown and my State recognize that 
if they go to the bank and they ask for 
a loan and the loan officer says, ‘‘Your 
financial statement just won’t allow 
the loan,’’ they would say to the loan 
officer, ‘‘Yeah, but if you don’t add all 
the interest I am paying on my mort-
gage, I’d be in great shape,’’ you would 
either be laughed out of the loan office 
or thrown out of the loan office. 

Madam President, I am just going to 
leave two points: One, the Senator 
from North Dakota completely over-
looked that the budget they presented 
is $200 billion in debt for as far as the 
eye can see; that this administration, 
through the budgets that they have of-
fered and the actions they have taken, 
are doing the equivalent of adding $2.2 
trillion to the debt—$2.2 trillion to the 
debt. He left that completely out of his 
remarks. 

And the second point I want to make 
is you cannot talk about what the new 
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majority planned until the new major-
ity puts its budgets on the table. They 
will be here soon, and they will move 
to a balanced budget by the year 2002. 

I might also add, if the Senator from 
North Dakota had voted for a balanced 
budget amendment, we might be on a 
near course to getting this job done. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska is recognized. 
f 

U.S. INTELLIGENCE AND MEDICAL 
COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP 

Mr. KERREY. Madam President, I 
rise to issue a challenge that I hope 
will be answered with the creation of a 
stimulating partnership between busi-
ness, medicine, and the Government, in 
this case the Federal Government. An 
important relationship is developing 
today between U.S. intelligence and 
the medical communities. 

Technology to support intelligence 
analysis is being adapted to improve 
significantly a doctor’s ability to de-
tect breast cancer in its earliest stages. 
Over 46,000 women die each year. The 
early estimates are, with this tech-
nology, that up to one-third of these 
women could be saved as a consequence 
of this technology conversion. 

The technology being developed is 
simple to describe but very difficult to 
achieve. Daily, intelligence analysts 
deal with the problem of detecting 
changes in photographic images they 
are reviewing. As they watch foreign 
airfields, they want to know arrivals, 
bed-down, and departures of aircraft. 
As they watch foreign seaports, they 
want to know the arrivals, unloading, 
and departures of ships carrying cargo 
of interest. Computer software can be 
of great assistance in automatically 
detecting these sorts of changes at air-
fields and at seaports. It is this intel-
ligence technology that is being adapt-
ed for the medical community. 

Early detection of breast cancer cur-
rently relies heavily on the judgment 
and professional experience of doctors 
who review mammograms and mag-
netic resonance images. A significant 
part of their judgment is based on com-
paring previous images with the cur-
rent image of a woman’s breast. As in 
the intelligence world, detecting 
change is fundamental to under-
standing what is going on. 

Through some exciting developments 
managed by the National Information 
Display Lab at the David Sarnoff Labs 
in Princeton, NJ, computer analytical 
techniques are being developed for the 
medical community. Relying on the 
technology developed for intelligence, 
they are adapting the technology to 
combat a dreaded disease that attacks 
1 in 8 women in America today. 

Madam President, I want to empha-
size that the tens of thousands of lives 
that already have been saved as a re-
sult of intelligence technology by pro-
viding more effective national defense 
will be complemented by the thousands 

of lives that will be saved through the 
earlier detection of breast cancer. 

This is an excellent example of the 
sound investment of taxpayers’ dollars 
being paid off by saving thousands of 
lives in both national defense and med-
icine. 

The National Information Display 
Lab, or NIDL, is an inspiring arrange-
ment that needs to be duplicated by 
other Government/private-sector rela-
tionships. NIDL provides the bridge be-
tween Government/civilian-sector re-
quirements and Government/civilian- 
sector technology. By understanding 
both requirements and technologies, 
NIDL is able to help close the gap be-
tween the Government and the private 
sector. Perhaps the most significant 
part of NIDL’s story is their funding. 
NIDL relies on Government funding to 
begin to develop technology, which is 
then spun off to the commercial world 
for civilian and Government applica-
tions. 

On Tuesday of this week, Madam 
President, the chairman of the Intel-
ligence Committee, Senator ARLEN 
SPECTER, and I announced intelligence 
community funding to begin the tech-
nology transfer for breast cancer re-
search. The community is providing 
$375,000 to the NIDL to push the tech-
nology ahead. We are all aware of the 
intelligence community’s keen sense of 
urgency, great technical expertise, and 
excellent planning skills which will en-
sure that the push forward has an ef-
fective start. 

I also want to personally thank 
President Clinton for making all of 
this happen. His commitment to break-
ing down the walls between defense 
technology and commercial tech-
nology, and his passion to attack the 
Nation’s health problems with every 
weapon in our arsenal are the reasons 
this project is going forward. Once he 
knew that intelligence systems could 
bring earlier detection of breast can-
cer, this Government acted with deter-
mination and dispatch. 

I began, Madam President, by saying 
that I was issuing a challenge. The 
challenge is this: Will all the inter-
ested parties—Government, medical, 
and commercial—now pick up the ball 
that has been put into play and carry it 
forward so that within 12 to 24 
months—I emphasize this, Madam 
President, because this start will not 
come to completion unless we set a 
deadline and say that within 12 to 24 
months, we are going to carry this 
technology forward into the clinical 
labs and clinics of this country, so that 
within this period of time, more wom-
en’s lives will be saved through the ear-
lier detection of breast cancer. The Na-
tional Information Display Lab must 
be put on a sound financial basis, and 
everyone must help. I hope the chal-
lenge will be met. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak in morning business for 
up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

GUIDE TO SMALLER GOVERNMENT 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 
have several matters I would like to 
call to the attention of the Senate. 

First, in this morning’s Wall Street 
Journal, we have ‘‘A Bureaucrat’s 
Guide to Smaller Government.’’ 

The following was sent in by a Federal em-
ployee who asked to remain anonymous so 
she can keep her cushy Government job. 

She describes the way in which she 
talked to her other Federal employees 
or fellow Federal employees, asking 
them, ‘‘How will you know that the 
Government is truly shrinking?’’ They 
came up with their top 10 list. 

These are the top 10 ways we can 
know that the Government is truly 
shrinking: 

(10) When the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity [EEO] office has a layoff. 

She says: 
Our EEO chief gets paid more than $70,000 

a year to coordinate ‘‘diversity’’ events and 
spout aphorisms at meetings. When that sa-
cred cow gets a real job, I’ll know the change 
has come. Which brings me to * * * 

(9) No more paid time off for diversity or 
charity events. 

She says employees can get away 
with murder because of the Federal 
culture. It lacks an urgency to 
produce. 

A lazy but savvy employee can spend 
most of his or her workweek attending 
such vital events as Earth Week, Wom-
en’s Equality Day, AIDS Awareness 
Day, or helping in the annual United 
Way shakedown. 

She says: 
I’ll know the cuts have had an impact 

when agencies like mine no longer can afford 
to have an $80,000-a-year employee take ‘‘a 
few months off’’ to work on the United Way 
fund drive. 

(8) When upper management is replaced for 
not making cuts fast enough. 

(7) When the entourage for agency heads 
disappears. 

She says: 
My agency has about 600 people—small by 

Federal standards. Even so, the guy who runs 
the place has a scheduler who’s paid $70,000 a 
year, a public relations staff to write his 
speeches and press releases, and a clutch of 
assistants and advisers * * *. A Congressman 
or Senator can get by with fewer helpers. 
Why not a bureaucrat? 

(6) When the newspaper subscriptions stop. 
Scientific or trade journals are one thing, 
but why does the Federal Government need 
to buy thousands of subscriptions to The 
Washington Post or the New York Times? 

(5) When somebody gets canned—and 
quickly—for running a business from his 
desk. 

This one struck me, interestingly. 
She says: 

I saw my first answering machine in 1979 
on the desk of a Federal employee who was 
running a real estate business ‘‘on the side.’’ 
Moonlighting on the job is still lucrative, as 
the chance of being punished, let alone fired, 
is very small. If the White House caves in to 
union pressure and won’t push for stream-
lined firing procedures, then the Hill should 
do it and get these thieves off the payroll. 
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(4) When top management takes cuts, too. 

She talks about the hiring freezes at 
lower levels, but not at the top. 

(3) When nobody says ‘‘because we’ve al-
ways published this report.’’ 

‘‘Hundreds of Federal documents,’’ 
she says, ‘‘are published out of habit, 
not need.’’ 

No. 2, Madam President, as to how we 
will know the Government is being cut 
back: 

When they take ‘‘solitaire’’ off the com-
puter. 

And (drum roll) the No. 1 way Federal 
workers will be able to tell when big Govern-
ment is being cut: When there’s nobody in 
the cafeteria at 2 p.m. 

She says: 
I believe the Federal culture can change. 

But does the GOP Congress have the guts to 
give the Federal bureaucracy a long-overdue 
kick in the pants? Some of us will be watch-
ing for the signs. 

I found that amusing, and having 
served in the executive branch myself, 
somewhat familiar, Madam President. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
entire article printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A BUREAUCRAT’S GUIDE TO SMALLER 
GOVERNMENT 

The following was sent in by a federal em-
ployee who asked to remain anonymous so 
she can keep her cushy government job: 

Does tough, bureaucracy-busting talk from 
the new Congress and the White House scare 
the average federal worker? I’m a federal 
employee and have yet to see any signs of 
fear among my colleagues. Perhaps that’s be-
cause I have yet to see any signs of real 
change in the federal government. 

Yes, there are some grumblings about pen-
sions. But we’ve seen administrations and 
Congresses come and go, with their blue-rib-
bon commissions on cutting budgets, pay 
and jobs. Yet, budgets always continue to 
grow, hiring expands, and people get paid 
more for doing less. 

I recently asked a few of my federal-work-
er friends, ‘‘How will you know that the gov-
ernment is truly shrinking?’’ Here’s our top 
10 list: 

(10) When the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity (EEO) office has a layoff. Our EEO 
chief gets paid more than $70,000 a year to 
coordinate ‘‘diversity’’ events and spout 
aphorisms at meetings. When that sacred 
cow gets a real job. I’ll know the change has 
come. Which brings me to . . . 

(9) No more paid time of for diversity or 
charity events. Today, the lazy but savvy 
employee can spend most of his or her work-
week attending such vital events as Earth 
Week, Women’s Equality Day, AIDS Aware-
ness Day, or helping in the annual United 
Way shakedown. 

Employees can get away with this because 
the federal culture, in general, lacks an ur-
gency to produce, I’ll know the cuts have 
had an impact when agencies like mine no 
longer can afford to have an $80,000-a-year 
employee take ‘‘a few months off’’ to work 
on the United Way fund drive. 

(8) When upper management is replaced for 
not making cuts fast enough. Politically ap-
pointed managers serve at the pleasure of 
the president. If he’s displeased by an ap-
pointee’s not being willing to cut, the ap-
pointee should go. Likewise, the appointee 
should threaten transfers or demotions to 

senior civil servants who don’t or won’t 
hustle. 

(7) When the entourage for agency heads 
disappears. My agency has about 600 people— 
small by federal standards. Even so, the guy 
who runs the place has a scheduler who’s 
paid $70,000 a year, a public-relations staff to 
write his speeches and press releases, and a 
clutch of assistants and advisers. These peo-
ple are mostly civil servants, and they rep-
resent a bloat at the top as they pamper and 
package their boss. A congressman or sen-
ator can get by with fewer helpers. Why not 
a bureaucrat? 

(6) When the newspaper subscriptions stop. 
Scientific or trade journals are one thing, 
but why does the federal government need to 
buy thousands of subscriptions to the Wash-
ington Post or the New York Times? 

(5) When somebody gets canned—and 
quickly—for running a business from his 
desk. I saw my first answering machine in 
1979 on the desk of a federal employee who 
was running a real estate business ‘‘on the 
side.’’ Moonlighting on the job is still lucra-
tive, as the chance of being punished, let 
alone fired, is very small. If the White House 
caves in to union pressure and won’t push for 
streamlined firing procedures, then the Hill 
should do it and get these thieves off the 
payroll. 

(4) When top management takes cuts too. 
Hiring freezes and ‘‘reductions-in-force’’ are 
two tricks politicians and upper-level civil 
servants use, probably because lower-level 
employees get shuffled around while the top- 
heavy structure remains intact. Corporate 
America has known for years that a flatter 
management structure is more efficient. A 
smaller budget coupled with a results-ori-
ented Congress might do the trick for the 
federal sector. 

(3) When nobody says ‘‘because we’ve al-
ways published this report.’’ I heard Mike 
Espy did something right at the Agriculture 
Department. He stopped publishing the agen-
cy’s yearbook because nobody read it. Hun-
dreds of federal documents are published out 
of habit, not need. 

The original need for all this paper came 
from the days when the federal government 
was one of the few reliable sources of infor-
mation—and when the kind of information it 
provided was difficult to get otherwise. 
Economists call that ‘‘market failure,’’ since 
the market couldn’t give the service. Today, 
there is no market failure in information, 
thanks to modems and the Internet. Except 
for the Census (which is constitutionally 
mandated), the feds should stop handing out 
information for free, cut the staffs, and let 
the market take over. 

(2) When they take ‘‘solitaire’’ off the com-
puter. Gov. George Allen of Virginia did it to 
his state’s computers, and he was right. He 
didn’t think Virginia could afford to have 
such addictive time-wasters on people’s 
desks, and the same goes for the federal gov-
ernment. 

And (drum roll) the No. 1 way federal 
workers will be able to tell when big govern-
ment is being cut: When there’s nobody in 
the cafeteria at 2 p.m. 

There’s a story that now-Supreme Court 
Justice Clarence Thomas was hated when he 
was a commissioner at the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity commission, because he 
would scour the coffee shops in the after-
noons and order people back to work. Some-
day, I hope a manager will find an empty caf-
eteria at 2 p.m. because his employees can’t 
afford to goof off. 

I believe the federal culture can change. 
But does the GOP Congress have the guts to 
give the federal bureaucracy a long-overdue 
kick in the pants? Some of us will be watch-
ing for the signs. 

SENATE VOTES $16 BILLION IN 
CUTS 

Mr. BENNETT. Now, Madam Presi-
dent, I rise this morning to talk about 
what happened in this Chamber last 
night. 

I am interested in the fact that nei-
ther the Washington Post nor the New 
York Times—the paper that considers 
itself the paper of record in the United 
States—took proper notice of what 
happened here last night. 

I would like to correct that and talk 
about it for just a minute. I have here 
a copy of the Washington Times, the 
upstart newspaper, and it says in the 
headline ‘‘Senate Votes 99 to 0 for $16 
Billion in Cuts.’’ 

Now, Madam President, we were here 
2 years ago, when the Senate was fight-
ing about $16 billion—interesting sym-
metry in numbers—for a stimulus 
package which we were told was abso-
lutely essential to get the economy on 
its feet. Indeed, we were told on this 
floor that if we did not pass this stim-
ulus package of $16 billion in increased 
spending, the economy would collapse, 
people would be out of work, every-
thing would fall apart. 

We Republicans opposed the stimulus 
package. We did not have enough votes 
to defeat it, but we had enough votes 
to prevent cloture, and we kept talking 
about it and ultimately it was taken 
down. 

That is, for those who do not under-
stand the language of this place, 
‘‘taken down’’ means that the majority 
leader removed it from the floor and it 
was left for dead. 

We were told at that time, we have 
dealt the economy a serious blow. In-
deed, that stimulus package was an ap-
propriations bill referred to as ‘‘an 
emergency.’’ It was an emergency ap-
propriations bill, the advantage of that 
being that it did not have to come 
under the budget requirements. 

You see, we have budget caps here 
and they say this is what is required. 
But if you have an emergency appro-
priation, that goes above the budget 
caps. We had this $16 billion stimulus 
emergency before us and promises of 
all kinds of dire disastrous events that 
would occur if we did not pass it. We 
did not pass it. The disastrous events 
did not come to pass. And then, in this 
Congress, to show the difference, we 
had a bill on the floor, a rescission 
bill—meaning we were cutting out of 
the present fiscal year’s activities $16 
billion. In business terms this is a $32 
billion turnaround. 

While we were debating these $16 bil-
lion in rescissions, in cuts, we were 
told, again on this floor: Disaster. If 
you make those cuts you will be throw-
ing children out into the snow. If you 
make those cuts you will be trying to 
balance the budget on the backs of 
those people least equipped to handle 
it. We were told how terrible that 
would be. And we persisted. We stood 
firm. 

When I came on the floor last night 
to vote I expected the vote on this bill 
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to be as close, if you will, as the vote 
on the stimulus package was, because 
we had heard all these terrible things. 
Then, when the vote started to come 
in, I was stunned to hear the people 
who were voting for these $16 billion in 
cuts. I thought maybe I am on the 
wrong side. Maybe this is a motion to 
table, because I am going to vote for 
this. But the other kinds of Senators, 
who are voting for it, are not the ones 
I expected to be for these cuts, having 
heard all this rhetoric. But I looked 
around—no, everybody was voting for 
it. As the headline says in this morn-
ing’s paper, ‘‘Senate Votes 99 to Zero 
for $16 Billion in Cuts.’’ 

That demonstrates the change that 
has occurred in just 2 years. We have 
gone from $16 billion in a stimulus 
package that we had to have or the 
economy would collapse, bitterly 
fought over, highly partisan, narrow 
vote—to a unanimous vote in the Sen-
ate that says $16 billion can come out 
of the current fiscal year’s activities 
without hurting the economy. Indeed, I 
would suggest, it would help the econ-
omy. 

So I am delighted to have been 1 of 
the 99 that voted for those cuts. I am 
delighted to welcome the new converts 
to the side of those of us who believe 
that the Government can survive, that 
we can downsize the bureaucracy, that 
we can get some progress toward bring-
ing our fiscal affairs in order, regard-
less of the rhetoric that has gone 
around. 

f 

SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BENNETT. There is another 
point I want to make, Madam Presi-
dent. During the debates 2 years ago 
there was a lot of conversation about 
small business. Everyone loves small 
business. Everyone recognizes that 
small business is the engine that drives 
the economy, because all of the new job 
growth comes not in the big businesses 
but in small business. The new job 
growth comes from the entrepreneurial 
effort, the young man or young woman 
who starts his or her own business, 
hires a couple of neighbors, then takes 
on a few more and pretty soon you 
have 8, 10, 12 employees where you had 
none before. 

If you multiply that by the thou-
sands, tens or hundreds of thousands of 
opportunities around the country, you 
realize that is where the new jobs come 
from. As the big businesses are 
downsizing, the small businesses are 
providing the new job engine and op-
portunity. 

In the debate that went on with re-
spect to the economy 2 years ago, ev-
eryone said kind things about small 
business. But when it came to talking 
about the realities of small business I, 
as a former small businessman, found 
an enormous amount of misunder-
standing or, frankly, plain ignorance 
about the way small businesses work. 
Two areas concerned me the most and 
I am hoping that this vote that oc-

curred last night signals as big a 
change in understanding of these two 
areas as it does with respect to how we 
are going to handle our fiscal affairs. 

The first area that upsets small busi-
ness people the most, as I go around 
and talk to them, is the area of regula-
tion, overregulation, but perhaps even 
more frustrating, simply stupid regula-
tion—lack of common sense. It has 
been my experience that we in the Con-
gress write legislation and we have a 
relatively focused attitude as to what 
will be regulated—about the distance 
between my two hands. We legislate to 
this regard. 

Then, when the people in the execu-
tive branch receive that piece of legis-
lation they move the hands out and 
they start writing regulations within 
these parameters—like the fish that 
got away, when it is being discussed 
later on around the campfire. Then, 
after these regulations are sent out the 
enforcers get ahold of them and they 
enforce them as if there are no param-
eters, and the hands spread even wider. 
So the small business person comes to 
us in Congress and says, ‘‘What are you 
doing to us?″ 

We say, ‘‘This is the legislation that 
we wrote’’—back to the original dis-
tance between the hands. 

And they say, ‘‘But we are faced with 
inspectors who are regulating as if 
there are no parameters at all.’’ 

We have, within this Congress, a pro-
posal that would say after we legislate, 
and then the regulations are written, 
the regulations have to come back be-
fore the Congress and for 45 days we 
get an opportunity to cut them back to 
the level that we had in mind when we 
passed the law. If we can make that 
stick we will make a significant con-
tribution to the health and welfare of 
every small business in this country 
and, indeed, back to my comments 
about the anonymous Federal bureau-
crat, we might even see some signs 
that Government is being brought 
under control, and not so many people 
are in the cafeteria after 2 p.m. 

The second area that was discussed 
last year with respect to small business 
that frustrated me as a small business-
man coming to the Senate had to do 
with tax policy. It was very clear to 
me, with all of the wonderful things 
people were saying about small busi-
ness, that most of the Members of this 
body did not understand how small 
businesses really operate, and did not 
understand the impact of our tax 
changes on small businesses. We were 
told, for example, that the tax increase 
would fall only on the rich. I remember 
clearly the chart which President Clin-
ton referred to in his address to the Na-
tion, where he had a series of bar 
graphs and the bar graphs at this end 
were very small. He said these are the 
people in this income bracket who will 
pay more taxes and these are the peo-
ple in this income bracket who will pay 
more taxes. These are the people in 
this income bracket. 

Now look at the people in this in-
come bracket. These are the people 

who earn over $250,000 a year. They are 
going to pay all the increased taxes 
and that is what we want. It is for the 
rich people to pay the taxes. As if only 
Michael Jordan was going to have to 
pay more taxes; nobody else was going 
to have to pay any more taxes. 

Now, $250,000 a year is a lot of money 
for an individual, but it is not a lot of 
money for a small business that is 
growing. Many times, $250,000 a year is 
a problem. Why? Because the business 
is growing and it needs money for in-
ventory, it needs money for receiv-
ables, it needs money for additional fa-
cilities. Where is the money going to 
come from? It is going to come from 
the profits being generated. And the 
business, for tax reasons, is being taxed 
as an individual. 

I said in this body before, has anyone 
here ever heard of a K–1? That is the 
tax form that a small businessman or 
small businesswoman uses to report 
that income on his or her individual 
tax return. I pointed out in that bar 
graph that the President pointed to, 77 
percent of the tax returns filed by peo-
ple who were represented in that bar 
graph contained K–1 income. They were 
people who were reporting business in-
come as if it were personal income in 
order to avoid double taxation. Yet, in 
this body, we were saying they were 
the rich and they had to have the tax 
increase put on them. 

I hope that on the basis of last 
night’s vote, we will recognize that the 
way to balance the budget is not to say 
let us soak the rich, let us soak those 
who show this kind of income on their 
personal tax returns, ignoring the fact 
that in many, many instances, it is not 
personal income, it is business income 
that is being reported. And the busi-
ness needs that money desperately to 
continue the job creation pattern. 

We would say, on the basis of last 
night’s vote, the way to balance the 
budget is the way we did it last night, 
with a 99–0 vote in favor of spending 
cuts rather than the siren song of tax 
increases. 

I conclude with this comment, 
Madam President, with respect to this 
question of tax increases and spending 
cuts. 

In a business, you know what your 
costs are. And I look at what would 
happen if you were to cut your costs, 
cut your overhead. You can project 
that with some degree of accuracy. The 
thing you cannot project in a business 
with any degree of accuracy—well, 
maybe some degree, but it is pretty 
dicey—is how your sales are going to 
go, how your revenue is going to go up. 

So if you were facing a shortfall in 
your business, you can cross your fin-
gers and hope that the sales will go up 
to cover that shortfall. I assure you, I 
have done that many times in my ca-
reer, hoping against hope that the sales 
will go up. But the one thing you can 
be sure of is that if you cut your over-
head, those savings will be there in the 
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following month even if the increased 
profits that you are hoping for, the in-
creased revenues that you are hoping 
for are not there in the following 
month. 

Last night, we cut the overhead in 
ways that are predictable. When we 
raise taxes we are doing the same thing 
a business does when it raises prices 
and then hopes that the customers will 
not react negatively, hopes that it can 
raise prices and still continue to sell 
the same number of units it sold before 
the price increase. We in the Federal 
Government have a miserable track 
record of projecting how those price in-
creases are going to work. 

I will give you two quick examples. 
Back as a result of the 1990 budget 
summit, we raised prices—‘‘we,’’ the 
Government—raised prices on two 
items, luxury boats and luxury cars. 
We projected that we would get more 
revenue out of both of these. To show 
what wonderful forecasters we are, on 
the luxury boat side, we took an indus-
try that had over capacity, that des-
perately needed a price cut to survive, 
and mandated a price increase that de-
stroyed the industry, caused massive 
layoffs and huge unemployment com-
pensation bills. We missed that fore-
cast terribly. 

But before we say, ‘‘Oh, is that not 
awful that we missed that forecast,’’ 
let us look at the forecast for the price 
increase on luxury cars. We missed 
that one just as bad, Madam President. 
But fortunately, for the Treasury, we 
missed that one on the other side. The 
revenue that came in from the increase 
in tax on luxury cars was three times 
what we forecast it would be. 

What is the lesson to be drawn from 
that? To me, it is very simple; it is 
that the Federal Government, regard-
less of how much we have invested in 
computers and economists and experts, 
does a lousy job of forecasting what 
will happen as a result of its changes in 
tax policy. But we can do a better job 
of forecasting what will happen as a re-
sult of changes in spending policy. 

So I think the lesson that comes out 
of last night’s action and our examina-
tion of the contrast between this year 
and 2 years ago is this: We can get our 
fiscal affairs under control. We can cut 
through all of the rhetoric and the cry-
ing wolf and the horror stories and 
produce bipartisan support for spend-
ing cuts. Let us put the primary em-
phasis, like good business people 
would, on controlling the spending 
rather than crossing our fingers and 
hoping for the increased sales. 

If we do that, we are on the right 
course. And I, for one, take great com-
fort out of what happened here last 
evening and hope it will be the har-
binger for many more headlines that 
say that the Senate votes unanimously 
for substantial spending cuts. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair, in her capacity as a Senator 
from Texas, suggests the absence of a 
quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak for up to 15 minutes in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROMISES KEPT 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
think it is a phenomenal thing that 
happened in America. In the last 3 
months, the people asked for some-
thing different. And in the last 3 
months, we have done exactly what the 
people asked. 

If you ask a person to bring down to 
one or two words what the last 3 
months mean, I would say ‘‘promises 
kept.’’ I think the people of America 
were despairing that ever again, a poli-
tician would promise something and 
deliver. 

That is what is happening right now 
in the Congress of the United States. I 
commend the House of Representatives 
for giving themselves a very heavy load 
and then succeeding in doing what they 
said they would do. 

There are those who disagree with 
what the House did. Probably no one 
agrees totally with what the House did. 
But if you look at the spirit and the in-
tent and the strain of what they did, I 
think the people of America agree that 
they did what they said they were 
going to do, and I think the Senate of 
the United States will agree with many 
of the concepts that the House has put 
forward. 

If we are going to let the people of 
this country know that in fact their 
voices did make a difference in 1994, 
that the signal was received in Wash-
ington, DC, that the people want a dif-
ferent Congress and a different Govern-
ment, then I think we are going to 
have to continue into the second and 
third 100 days going in the same direc-
tion that we are now going. 

What does that mean? First and fore-
most, Mr. President, it is what you just 
talked about on the floor of the Senate 
a minute ago, a balanced budget. First 
and foremost, we have to start showing 
that we are serious about balancing the 
budget. Last night, we started on that 
road. We took some very serious and 
tough steps right in this 1995 budget, 
and we cut almost $16 billion that will 
not be able to be spent between now 
and October 1 of this year. 

So that is a beginning. It is a very 
small beginning when you look at what 
we really must do. We must get on a 
track that says between now and the 
year 2002 we are going to go toward a 
balanced budget, that the $5 trillion 
debt that is sitting out there will not 

be increased but in fact we will start 
whittling away at the deficit so that in 
the year 2002 we can start looking at 
the long-term solutions to bringing 
down the actual debt. 

A lot of people do not realize that 
when we get to the balanced budget in 
2002, we still have the massive debt 
that we have to decide exactly how 
much of which we are going to pay 
down. But that is for the second phase. 
The first phase is to come to a bal-
anced budget every year, and that is 
our first commitment. 

The second commitment is a reform 
of Congress. If we are going to look at 
the long term, if we are going to look 
at the future, we are going to have to 
look at the reforms of Congress that 
will keep from happening what we have 
seen over the last 30 years, which is a 
buildup of this massive intrusion of the 
Federal Government on our States, on 
our local governments, and on the lives 
of our people, especially our small 
business people. If we are going to do 
that, it is going to be not only bringing 
down the bigness and vastness of Gov-
ernment, not only bringing down the 
arrogance of Washington, DC, but it is 
bringing down the power base of Con-
gress. 

I think the most important first step 
that was made by the House of Rep-
resentatives was on the first day— 
hardly any press about it, but the re-
form of their leadership when they vol-
untarily voted themselves term limita-
tions on chairmanships and the Speak-
er of the House himself. That began the 
process of bringing down the vast 
power that has accumulated in these 
Halls and really caused the massive in-
creases in spending in the Federal bu-
reaucracy. So when the Speaker says 
voluntarily I am not going to serve 
more than 8 years, and when com-
mittee chairs say I am not going to 
serve more than 6 years, you have real-
ly taken away a lot of the incentive to 
do things that build power bases and 
instead have given the incentive to do 
what is right from the public policy 
standpoint. 

The Senate is now looking at just 
such changes, and I think it is going to 
be healthy for us to also in this body 
look at ways that we can pass the lead-
ership around. It is a very important 
reform. It is internal. It will not be 
that well known outside the beltway. 
But it is a very important internal re-
form that will have far-reaching con-
sequences. 

The third area that I think is most 
important to get our country back on 
track is regulatory reform. If we are 
going to free our businesses to compete 
in this new global marketplace, we 
must have the harassment of Federal 
regulatory excesses stopped now. Stop 
right now. By every standard, the cost 
of complying with Federal regulations 
is holding down our small business and 
our large business from growing and 
expanding and creating the new jobs 
that will get this economy going again. 
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By conservative estimates, they say 

that business costs of regulatory com-
pliance are about $430 billion a year. If 
you add the cost of regulatory compli-
ance of States and local governments, 
it is about $900 billion a year. 

To put that in perspective, Mr. Presi-
dent, the income tax brings in just 
under $800 billion a year. So as you are 
getting ready on April 15 to send your 
tax bill in, when you sign that tax bill, 
you should remember that what you 
are giving to the Federal Government 
is less than the stealth tax of regu-
latory compliance. That is the cost 
that is holding our business down, from 
growing and creating the new jobs. So 
if we are going to free our business to 
compete, we must take off those regu-
latory excesses. 

Does that mean we are going to stop 
striving for clean air, clean water, pro-
tection of endangered species, safety in 
the workplace? Heavens no. Of course, 
not. What we must put in the equation 
is common sense. We are getting horror 
stories every day about some silly, stu-
pid thing a regulator does that is un-
necessary, that does not help the Gov-
ernment and most certainly hurts busi-
ness. And it is the business that is the 
economic engine of America. So if we 
can stop that regulatory excess, that 
will be the most important thing we 
can do to get this economy going once 
again. 

So these are the areas that I think 
we must address in the second 100 days. 
These are the areas that I think are 
going to be very difficult as we go for-
ward. I have heard Democrats in the 
Chamber here, I have heard Democrats 
on radio programs talk about starving 
the children. The people of America are 
smarter than that. The people of Amer-
ica understand that we are not starving 
children when we give the States the 
responsibility for school lunch pro-
grams instead of running it from the 
Federal Government. The people of 
America are tired of silly, ridiculous 
statements like that that underesti-
mate their intelligence, because I 
think the people of America who are 
raising our children understand that if 
our children are going to have a future 
at all, it is only if we begin to act re-
sponsibly in getting this huge Federal 
debt off the backs of those very chil-
dren. 

If they are going to have jobs in their 
future, if they are going to have edu-
cation in their future, it is going to be 
only if we get this economy going 
again. We cannot do it if we have a pro-
gram of spend now and pay later. That 
is what our program has been for the 
last 30 years in this country, save 1 or 
2 years of responsibility. 

Mr. President, I think the people of 
America need to listen very carefully. 
As we are going home for the next 2 
weeks in the Senate, 3 weeks in the 
House, I hope that the people of Amer-
ica will listen carefully to what their 
elected representatives are saying be-
cause the messages could not be more 
different. Our message is one of pro-

viding for the future, of trying to make 
sure that there is a healthy America 
for our children, of trying to get the 
10th amendment back in place, which 
says the powers not specifically given 
to the Federal Government will be left 
to the States and to the people. We 
must return the 10th amendment and 
we must let the States do what they 
know best, which is the needs of their 
people, rather than somebody in Wash-
ington sitting in an office who may not 
have ever been to Iowa or New Hamp-
shire or Texas or California or Utah de-
ciding what the priorities in that State 
should be. 

My Governor, a Yale graduate, said, 
‘‘You know, I’m beginning to be a little 
offended by those people up in Wash-
ington. Do they think I’m going to 
serve potato chips to the children of 
Texas? Come on. I think the people are 
smarter than that.’’ 

So, Mr. President, I think we have 
had a very exciting beginning. I think 
the people of America can say one 
thing right now and that is: things are 
changing in Washington. Their voices 
are being heard. 

Is it easy? No. It is going to be very 
tough. But is it a commitment on our 
part to do what is right, not nec-
essarily for tomorrow but for the long- 
term, for 3 years, for 5 years, for 10 
years? That is the commitment that 
the people of America must see and 
that is what we must talk about as we 
go home and get the input from our 
constituents. 

I hope that every one of us will take 
this opportunity to do that, because I 
think we have had a great beginning. I 
think the people of America should be 
assured that things are changing inside 
the beltway. And, with their support, 
we are going to keep right on plugging 
and try to make sure that the small 
business people of this country are able 
to grow and create the jobs that will 
let every American family see a better 
future for their children. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
(Mr. CRAIG assumed the chair). 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

POLICY PROLONGS BOSNIAN 
HERZEGOVINA WAR 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this week 
marks the third anniversary of the war 
against Bosnia and Herzegovina. It also 
marks the third anniversary of the 
international community’s failure in 
Bosnia—a failure the United States, 
under both the Bush and Clinton ad-
ministrations, has participated in. 

The biggest mistake made by world 
leaders was extending, in practice, the 

arms embargo on the former Yugo-
slavia to the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina—which is an internation-
ally recognized state and member of 
the United Nations. In addition to vio-
lating Bosnia’s fundamental right of 
self-defense—a right which is recog-
nized in article 51 of the U.N. Charter— 
this policy has had the effect of pro-
longing the war. It has prolonged the 
war by ensuring that the Serbs main-
tain such a superiority in weapons that 
they are not compelled to sign any 
deal—even one which rewards them 
with half of Bosnia as envisioned by 
the so-called contact group. 

Now, the administration says that 
this European-designed policy has 
managed to contain the war and pre-
vented further humanitarian disasters. 
We should not rush to pat ourselves on 
the back for our great humani-
tarianism until we look at the facts. 

The facts are that over 200,000 people 
have been killed over the past 3 years, 
17,000 of them children. Hundreds of 
thousands of civilians have been ex-
pelled from their homes because of 
their ethnicity and religion. Con-
centration camps, rape, and mass 
graves have become the tolls of ethnic 
cleansing—which is just another word 
for genocide. Homes, churches, and 
monuments have been reduced to rub-
ble. Putting aside the human factor, 
from an international legal perspec-
tive, the world has watched as a U.N. 
member state has been attacked and 
occupied. And, now international lead-
ers want to reward those attackers and 
occupiers, ostensibly in the pursuit of 
peace. 

Yes, we must give credit to those 
brave aid workers and U.N. soldiers 
who have sacrificed and risked their 
lives to bring food and medicine to 
those in need. The policy is not their 
fault; they do not make policy—policy-
makers in Washington and European 
capitals do. Nevertheless, we should 
not fool ourselves, feeding people who 
are trapped in U.N. safe havens that 
are anything but safe, while denying 
them the means to defend themselves 
is bad policy. 

Yesterday, the Bosnian Prime Min-
ister said in an interview that the 
Bosnians should prepare for a decade of 
war. It may sound pessimistic to some, 
but in my view it’s pretty realistic if 
the present policy continues. Why 
should Bosnian Serb leaders agree to a 
settlement? Why should Bosnian Serb 
forces give up any of the 70 percent of 
the territory they occupy? Because 
U.N. forces on the ground? Because of 
NATO planes that fly overhead but do 
not bomb? 

It is clear that the international 
community does not have the will to 
live up to its commitment to protect 
the Bosnians, so why can’t we allow 
them to protect themselves? The 
present policy of keeping the U.N. 
forces in Bosnia indefinitely amounts 
to occupation. UNPROFOR should be 
withdrawn and the arms embargo 
should be lifted. That is the only policy 
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that makes legal, political, and moral 
sense. And, it is the only policy that 
offers any hope of bringing this war to 
and end by creating a military balance 
on the ground. 

Mr. President, if the cease-fire due to 
expire on May 1 is not extended and a 
peace settlement has not been agreed 
to by the Serbs, I intend to take up the 
Dole-Lieberman legislation on the Sen-
ate floor shortly after the April recess. 
Three years of monitored genocide is 
enough. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota. 

f 

EXTENDING THE APPRECIATION 
AND GRATITUDE OF THE U.S. 
SENATE TO SENATOR ROBERT C. 
BYRD 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and Senator DOLE, I send 
a resolution to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 109) extending the ap-

preciation and gratitude of the United States 
Senate to Senator Robert C. Byrd, on the 
completion by the Senator of the 4 volume 
treatise entitled ‘‘The History of the United 
States Senate’’, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DOLE. I would just say I thank 
the Senator from South Dakota for let-
ting me be a cosponsor. Senator BYRD 
is certainly a unique figure in the his-
tory of this country, let alone the Sen-
ate. I extend my congratulations for 
his continued commitment to the insti-
tution as reflected in the four volumes. 
I certainly congratulate him for his ef-
fort. 

THE SENATE AND ITS HISTORY 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, 206 

years ago yesterday—April 6, 1789, U.S. 
Senate achieved a quorum and got 
down to business for the first time. 
This is a fitting occasion to commemo-
rate both the history of the Senate and 
the Senator who has become the Sen-
ate’s foremost historian. All of us have 
heard ROBERT C. BYRD expound upon 
the history of this institution, about 
the Constitutional Convention that 
created it, and about its antecedents, 
the British Parliament and Roman 
Senate. In addition, he has regularly 
applied his historical knowledge to 
current floor debates. If anyone ques-
tions the need for studying history, the 
senior Senator from West Virginia has 
offered living proof of its worth. 

Those Members new to the Senate 
and those viewers recently addicted to 
C–SPAN–II might understandably as-
sume that Senator BYRD spent his 
early years in the Nation’s finest 
schools pursuing a rich classical edu-
cation. ROBERT C. BYRD enjoyed none 
of those early advantages. On Armi-
stice Day, November 11, 1918, shortly 

before his first birthday, his mother 
fell victim to that year’s devastating 
influenza epidemic. Unable to cope 
alone, his father gave the child to an 
aunt and uncle who raised him in the 
hardscrabble coal fields of southern 
West Virginia. Although he graduated 
at the head of his high school class, the 
hardships and poverty of those Depres-
sion-era years in the early 1930’s made 
college a luxury about which he could 
only dream. His early life was one of 
unremitting labor, as a grocery clerk, a 
butcher, and a shipyard welder. In 1946, 
he won a seat in the West Virginia Leg-
islature, the first step toward a rich 
and productive career of public service. 

Sixteen years after graduating from 
high school, ROBERT BYRD enrolled in 
college while serving in the State legis-
lature. Driving great distances between 
campus and capitol, he managed to 
complete 70 credit hours of straight-A 
course work while building an impres-
sive legislative record. In 1952, he won 
a seat in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. Although without a college de-
gree, he was admitted to law school 
with the understanding that he main-
tain at least a B average. In 1963, at age 
45, and nearly 5 years into his Senate 
career, ROBERT BYRD became the first 
and only person to earn a law degree 
while serving as a U.S. Senator. Not 
surprisingly, he earned that degree 
cum laude. 

As he worked his way up the Senate 
leadership ladder—party secretary, 
party whip, party floor leader, Presi-
dent pro tempore, Appropriations Com-
mittee chairman—he systematically 
pursued his study of the Senate’s rules, 
precedents, and history; of the Amer-
ican Constitution; of the history of 
England and of ancient Rome. Blessed 
with a keen intelligence, a photo-
graphic memory, and seemingly limit-
less energy, he devoured countless vol-
umes by such authors as Plutarch, 
Tacitus, Montesquieu, Gibbon, Ham-
ilton, Madison, Jefferson, and many 
more. 

Consequently, it should have come as 
no surprise to his colleagues in the 
Senate Chamber on a quiet Friday 
afternoon in March 1980, when he deliv-
ered the first in what would become a 
series of 100 richly textured addresses 
on the Senate’s history and traditions. 
His speeches appeared serially in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and were later 
combined into a magnificent four-vol-
ume series published by the Govern-
ment Printing Office. I urge all who 
hear or read what I say here today to 
explore these volumes, as I have. Today 
I would like to take a few minutes to 
outline their rewarding content. 

Senator BYRD’s first volume takes 
the form of a chronological history of 
the United States from the point of 
view of the Senate. In it, he describes 
the events, personalities, and issues 
that affected the Senate from 1789 to 
1989. Here are just a few examples: 

He outlines the remarkable achieve-
ments of the First Congress, which 
fleshed out the form of our Federal 

Government by establishing the Fed-
eral judiciary, adopting the Bill of 
Rights, and providing sources of rev-
enue. 

He demonstrates that conflict be-
tween the President and Congress did 
not begin in the 20th century by re-
counting the dramatic tale of Andrew 
Jackson’s struggles with the Senate 
over the Second Bank of the United 
States. For the only time in its his-
tory, the Senate in 1834 actually passed 
a resolution censuring a Chief Execu-
tive, although 3 years later Thomas 
Hart Benton succeeded in persuading 
the Senate to expunge that action, 
thus vindicating the aging Jackson be-
fore his presidential term expired. 

Senator BYRD relates the story of 
how Senators came to be elected by di-
rect popular vote after more than a 
century of being selected by the State 
legislatures. He traces the flaws in the 
original process and the efforts made 
to improve it before a constitutional 
amendment finally entrusted the citi-
zens of each State with the choice of 
their Senators. He also describes the 
later reforms included in the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946 that set 
the stage for the operation of the Sen-
ate we know today. 

Unlike most histories of the United 
States, Senator BYRD views the Na-
tion’s great landmark events, like the 
Civil War, World War I, the Progressive 
Era, the Great Depression, and World 
War II, through the eyes of the Senate. 
He describes the way the body re-
sponded to each, showing how the Civil 
War, for example, stimulated such ci-
vilian legislation as the Pacific Rail-
road Act and the Land-Grant College 
Act. 

Senator BYRD’s second volume takes 
a topical approach to the Senate’s his-
tory, discussing the way the institu-
tion has used its powers to approve 
treaties, confirm nominations, and 
conduct impeachment trials. Made up 
of individual chapters on such topics as 
Senate leadership, organization, and 
officers, this book provides essential 
background on many matters that we 
still debate today. A chapter on con-
gressional salaries, for example, tells 
us that the subject has been controver-
sial throughout the Nation’s history, 
with a public outcry forcing Congress 
to rescind a salary increase on more 
than one occasion. 

The four chapters on extended debate 
that discuss the development of filibus-
ters and the evolution of the cloture 
rule offer perspective on the way delay-
ing tactics have been used in Senate 
debates and the techniques that have 
been gradually developed to counteract 
them. 

A chapter describing the history of 
the Senate Chaplain helped us earlier 
this year when questions arose regard-
ing whether the House and Senate 
needed their own chaplains. The chap-
ter not only explained the origin of the 
office but related that in the 1850’s the 
House and the Senate for a time 
stopped electing official Chaplains and 
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instead used local clergymen, who took 
turns offering the opening prayer. The 
Senate’s experiment lasted only 2 
years, as the practice became a burden 
on the Washington ministers who par-
ticipated. The House, too, soon re-
turned to electing an official Chaplain. 

Because of his interest in preserving 
the quality of senatorial oratory, Sen-
ator BYRD pored over countless speech-
es delivered by Senators since the 
1830’s to select a sampling of more than 
40 for the third volume of his history, 
‘‘Classic Speeches.’’ This collection 
gives a flavor of the best of 19th-cen-
tury rhetoric, combined with examples 
of addresses from this century that 
have been carefully crafted by the 
speaker to be affecting and persuasive. 
Samples range from old favorites like 
Daniel Webster’s ‘‘Seventh of March’’ 
1850 address on ‘‘The Constitution and 
the Union’’ and moments of high 
drama like Jefferson Davis’ emotional 
1861 farewell to the Senate after Mis-
sissippi seceded from the Union, to an 
example of campaign oratory by Ste-
phen A. Douglas from the 1858 Lincoln- 
Douglas debates. From this century, 
Senator BYRD’s, varied choices include 
Robert M. LaFollette’s impassioned 
1917 plea for ‘‘Free Speech in War-
time,’’ Richard Nixon’s televised 
‘‘Checkers’’ speech during his 1952 
Vice-Presidential campaign, and Ever-
ett M. Dirksen’s moving exhortation to 
his party colleagues to vote for cloture 
on the 1964 civil rights bill. 

An introductory note preceding each 
speech provides biographical informa-
tion about the speaker and places the 
event in historical context. While some 
of these addresses deal with topics like 
slavery that are no longer current, 
many of the broader themes, like the 
relative roles of the State and Federal 
governments, remain lively topics of 
debate even now. 

The fourth volume of the history is a 
statistical appendix that not only of-
fers a collection of fascinating facts 
about the Senate but is constantly use-
ful in helping us to place events in his-
torical context. How many former Sen-
ators have ever served as Secretary of 
the Treasury? Twenty-five. Who was 
the oldest Senator ever to serve? Theo-
dore Francis Green at 93 years and 3 
months. One Member today is close to 
reaching or exceeding that record. How 
many incumbent Senators have been 
nominated for President? I suspect 
quite a few of our current Members 
might be disappointed to learn that the 
total is only 14, of whom only 2 won 
election. How often have Vice Presi-
dents cast the tie-breaking vote in the 
Senate? No one has yet matched the 
record 29 such votes cast by the first 
Vice President, John Adams. And in 
these days of budget cutting, how has 
the number of Senate employees fluc-
tuated over the years? It has not al-
ways increased, as some may believe. 
Has the number of cloture votes taken 
by the Senate in each Congress in-
creased in recent years? 

The philosopher George Santayana 
said that ‘‘those who cannot remember 

the past are condemned to repeat it.’’ 
By this he means that a knowledge of 
history can keep people from making 
the same mistakes over again, and 
from reinventing the wheel. That is a 
legitimate concern for Members of the 
U.S. Senate entrusted as we are with 
enacting the laws of the Nation. But 
Senator BYRD has demonstrated that 
there are many other compelling rea-
sons for Senators to know their his-
tory. He has reminded us that we are 
driven by a document that was written 
in the 18th century and that has been 
amended only 27 times—most recently 
by an amendment drafted more than 
200 years ago by the principal author of 
the Constitution, James Madison. 

Senator BYRD’s history has shown 
that the Senate’s original constitu-
tional powers and missions remain re-
markably intact. It retains its original 
influence over the enactment of legis-
lation, the confirmation of nomina-
tions, and the ratification of treaties. 
The formal rules of the Senate are few 
in number and have undergone only 
seven general revisions in their more 
than two centuries of operation. The 
precedents of the Senate are more vo-
luminous, representing the practical 
application of those rules, and the 
strategies and tactics employed by gen-
erations of legislators to achieve their 
objectives. 

The precedents are simply another 
form of history: what was done in the 
past, why it was done, and how it af-
fects what we do today and tomorrow. 
As Senator BYRD’s speeches have illu-
minated, some of these precedents date 
back to an era when Senators wore 
powdered wigs and knee breeches. Oth-
ers from the days when the Nation was 
divided in Civil War. Others from the 
great Depression, the World Wars, and 
the cold war. Although these epochs 
are receding in time, the precedents set 
by Senators who served in those earlier 
eras still guide our daily business, just 
as what we do today will guide the fu-
ture. The Senate, as ROBERT C. BYRD 
has repeatedly pointed out, is a con-
tinuing body, with at least two-thirds 
of its Members continuing through 
each election, and with its rules and 
procedures continuing uninterrupted 
from one Congress to the next. 

As an institution, we value our tradi-
tions—from the 19th century fur-
nishings to the spittoons and snuff 
boxes here in the Chamber that link us 
to our past. 

Great Senators also left a legacy for 
their successors. We sit at their desks 
in the Chamber, pass their portraits 
and statues in the Halls. As part of his 
four-volume history, Senator BYRD has 
provided us with a collection of their 
most memorable speeches. He has 
helped us recall their examples, as we 
defend and amend their past legislative 
handiwork. 

Those of us who serve today wish to 
leave our own imprints on this institu-
tion for those who follow us in the next 
century. We want to be remembered for 
solving the problems that confronted 

us, and for leaving the United States as 
strong or stronger than when we en-
tered it. The Senator from West Vir-
ginia has amply accomplished that in 
his many legislative roles and as the 
chronicler of the Senate’s rich history. 
There could be no more fitting way to 
commemorate this singular anniver-
sary date than to reflect for a moment 
on our indebtedness to this wise, 
learned, and deeply respected col-
league. 

On the occasion of the Senate’s bi-
centennial in 1989, ROBERT C. BYRD of-
fered the following historical assess-
ment. His words should be inscribed 
over the entrance to this Chamber. 
Each of us should commit them to 
memory. He said: 

After two hundred years, [the Senate] is 
still the anchor of the Republic, the morning 
and evening star in the American constitu-
tional constellation. * * * It has weathered 
the storms of adversity, withstood the barbs 
of cynics and the attacks of critics, and pro-
vided stability and strength to the Nation 
during periods of civil strife and uncertainty, 
panics and depressions. In war and peace, it 
has been the sure refuge and protector of the 
rights of a political minority. And, today, 
the Senate still stands—the great forum of 
constitutional American liberty! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion. 

The resolution (S. Res. 109) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with the preamble, 

reads as follows: 

S. Res. 109 

Whereas Senator Robert C. Byrd on Fri-
day, March 21, 1980, delivered on the floor of 
the Senate, an extemporaneous address on 
the history, customs, and traditions of the 
Senate; 

Whereas on the following Friday, March 28, 
1980, the Senator delivered a second, and 
once more spontaneous, installment of his 
chronicle on the Senate; 

Whereas the first 2 speeches generated 
such intense interest that several Senators 
and others asked Senator Byrd to continue 
the speeches, particularly in anticipation of 
the forthcoming bicentennial of the Senate 
in 1989; 

Whereas over the following decade Senator 
Byrd delivered 100 additional addresses on 
various aspects of the political and institu-
tional history of the Senate; 

Whereas in anticipation of commemo-
rating the 200th anniversary of the Senate, 
Congress in 1987 authorized publication of 
the addresses in suitable illustrated book- 
length editions; 

Whereas between 1988 and 1994, Senator 
Byrd meticulously supervised preparation of 
4 volumes, including a 39 chapter chrono-
logical history, a 28 chapter topical history, 
a compilation of 46 classic Senate speeches, 
and a 700 page volume of historical statis-
tics; 

Whereas volumes in this series have re-
ceived national awards for distinction from 
organizations such as the American Library 
Association and the Society for History in 
the Federal Government; 

Whereas the 4 volume work, entitled ‘‘The 
History of the United States Senate’’, is the 
most comprehensive history of the Senate 
that has been written and published; 
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Whereas Senator Byrd has devoted tireless 

energy and tremendous effort to the prepara-
tion and publication of the historical books, 
enabling citizens of the United States to bet-
ter understand the history, traditions, and 
uniqueness of the Senate; and 

Whereas a better understanding by people 
of the Senate and the role of the Senate in 
our constitutional system of government 
will foster respect and appreciation for the 
democratic traditions of the United States: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
extends congratulations and appreciation to 
Senator Robert C. Byrd for completing ‘‘The 
History of the United State Senate’’, a mon-
umental achievement that will educate and 
inspire citizens of the United States about 
the Senate for generations to come. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEDICARE SELECT POLICY 
EXPANSION 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I in-
quire of the Chair if H.R. 483 has ar-
rived from the House of Representa-
tives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; it 
has. 

Mr. GORTON. I ask for its first read-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 483) to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to permit Medicare se-
lect policies to be offered in all States, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I now 
ask for the second reading. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The bill will be read for the second 

time on the next legislative day. 
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move 
the Senate go into executive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate immediately pro-
ceed to the consideration of Executive 
Calendar No. 105. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Dennis M. Duffy, of Pennsyl-

vania, to be an Assistant Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the nomination be confirmed, 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to the nomination appear at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD, the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, and that the Sen-
ate return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to join the chairman of 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMP-
SON], in bringing the nomination of 
Dennis Duffy to be VA Assistant Sec-
retary for Policy and planning before 
the Senate and urging his confirma-
tion. 

Dennis is a career VA employee who 
began working for VA in the Pitts-
burgh regional office in 1974, 2 years 
after he returned from Vietnam, where 
he served with the American division. 
For most of his career, he worked on 
benefits matters, both in the field and 
in VA central office. Most recently, 
Dennis has been working in Congres-
sional Affairs, where he is now the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary for Congres-
sional Liaison. 

The White House first indicated its 
intention last year to nominate Dennis 
for this position, but his nomination 
was not received until after adjourn-
ment, so we were unable to take it up. 
I was delighted when the President 
again submitted this nomination early 
in this Congress. 

I think the job for which Dennis has 
been nominated—the VA Assistant 
Secretary for Policy and Planning—is 
terribly important. This vital position 
has been vacant for nearly a year, and 
it is important that the Senate act on 
this nomination quickly so as to re-
store leadership to the office. 

I had a very strong interest in the 
role VA’s Office of Policy and Planning 
played in health care reform during the 
last Congress, and I anticipate that 
there is an important ongoing role in 
that area as the Congress seeks to ad-
dress eligibility reform and other 
health care matters. I am also very in-
terested in many other exciting issues 
that the office undertakes, which I 
look forward to working on with Den-
nis in the weeks and months ahead. 

I am very excited that Dennis will 
join another VA Assistant Secretary, 
Mark Catlett, as the second career VA 
employee nominated to an advice and 
consent position within VA. Dennis’ 
nomination to this position—a key po-
sition within VA—is a very positive 
message for career employees through-
out VA. 

Mr. President, Dennis Duffy has a 
wonderful opportunity to serve the vet-
erans of the Nation in this new office. 
President Clinton has shown great con-
fidence in him, his work, and his com-

mitment to veterans by nominating 
him to serve in this important posi-
tion. I urge my colleagues to give their 
unanimous support to this nomination. 

f 

MALIGNMENT OF THE INTEGRITY 
OF THE NATION’S LAW EN-
FORCEMENT OFFICERS 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of Senate Joint 
Resolution 32, the joint resolution by 
Senators HATCH and BIDEN, and further 
that the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration; that the joint res-
olution and preamble be agreed to, the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table; that any statements relating to 
the joint resolution be printed at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 32) 
was passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution and its preamble 

are as follows: 
[The joint resolution was not avail-

able for printing. It will appear in a fu-
ture issue of the RECORD.] 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

f 

DO NOT VETO H.R. 831 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to address a certain letter that is 
being passed around in the House to be 
sent to the President. I understand 
that the President may have already 
received it. The letter urges the Presi-
dent to veto H.R. 831, Permanent De-
duction of Health Care Insurance Costs 
of Self-Employed Individuals. The let-
ter has over 139 House Democrats’ sig-
natures. 

The conference report to H.R. 831 
passed the House last week, and we 
passed it in the Senate on Monday. The 
President received the bill on Tuesday, 
April 4, and it lies there waiting for the 
President to sign it into public law. 

It is critical to 3.2 million tax filers 
that this bill be enacted prior to April 
17—tax day. If it is not, then 11 days 
from now, less than 2 weeks, 3.2 million 
filers will find that they cannot use a 
deduction that they have had since 
1986. Mr. President, 3.2 million filers 
will find that they will have to pay 
more taxes than they did last year. 
And Mr. President, these 3.2 million fil-
ers are farmers, and small business 
owners all across America. 

THE LETTER 

Now, this letter alludes that Repub-
licans somehow carved out a special 
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exception for one pending deal. I want 
to set the record straight. 

The conference report simply clari-
fies the definition of a binding con-
tract, and let me add that this clari-
fication was raised by a Democrat 
Member, not a Republican. 

Second, the letter insinuates that 
during conference, Republicans took 
out a provision imposing a tax on U.S. 
citizens who renounce citizenship. 

Mr. President, we have already been 
through this. We explained earlier this 
week, that in the Senate we agreed to 
impose taxation on U.S. citizens who 
renounce citizenship. But, this measure 
was adopted without the benefit of 
hearings. Subsequently, the Finance 
Committee’s oversight subcommittee 
held a preliminary hearing. This pro-
posal raises important questions, and 
the hearings exposed some serious con-
cerns. We simply decided to not delay 
action on H.R. 831 while we continued 
to consider alternatives to this expa-
triate provision. That is right, let me 
set the record straight once again—we 
are not opposing this in any way. Just 
the opposite, we want to get this done. 

The conferees asked the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation to study this provi-
sion and other alternatives and get 
back to us by June 1, 1995. It is also 
clear that this provision will be effec-
tive as of February 6. 

But while concerns remained with 
the provision, we did not include it in 
H.R. 831. 

Also, Mr. President, during floor de-
bate in the House on the tax bill, one of 
the signatories of the letter, Congress-
man GEPHARDT, tried to put a similar 
expatriate tax provision in the tax 
bill—with an effective date of October 
1, 1996, much later than the Finance 
Committee provision. 

The letter to the President claims 
that House Democrat Members want to 
close an important tax loophole for 
millionaires, but it seems like they 
want to close it very slowly. 

CONCLUSION 
It is my sincere hope that the Presi-

dent gets the record straight. Because 
if he does not, and he decides to play 
politics as usual, then 3.2 million farm-
ers, ranchers, small businesses, and 
taxpayers will suffer for it. 

It has been 3 days since the President 
received H.R. 831, and I urge the Presi-
dent to sign it into law. There is no 
reason to delay any longer. It should be 
signed as soon as possible so that tax-
payers can finish preparing their tax 
returns in time. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO NELLE M. BIGBEE 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Mrs. 
Nelle M. Bigbee, a native of 
Tuscumbia, AL, passed away on March 
8 at the age of 92. An accomplished 
writer, news commentator, artist, poet, 
and public speaker, Nelle was the first 
female newscaster in the State of Ala-
bama. Her daily radio and television 
programs, which were such a fixture of 
the Tuscumbia community, won many 

awards from the American Women in 
Radio and Television Organization. 

Nelle Bigbee wrote for numerous pub-
lications and received many awards 
from the Associated Press as well. She 
participated in many community, 
church, civic, and professional activi-
ties, including the American Cancer 
Society, American Heart Association, 
and United Way, just to name a few. 
She was instrumental in organizing the 
first Helen Keller play, and acted the 
part of ‘‘Aunt Ev’’ for several years. 
She held the distinction of being the 
first female candidate to run for elect-
ed representative to the Alabama Leg-
islature. 

She was a wonderful neighbor of 
mine. She and her departed husband 
Hatton were great friends. She was ad-
mired and loved by all who knew her. 

Nelle Bigbee indeed lived a long, rich, 
and multifaceted—even trailblazing— 
life. The talented Alabama journalists 
and commentators of today owe her a 
great deal of thanks for her pioneering 
spirit and determination. I extend my 
condolences to her entire family in the 
wake of their loss, and join her many 
friends and admirers in reflecting on 
the many outstanding accomplish-
ments that defined her life and work. 

f 

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID YES 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 
close of business yesterday, Thursday, 
April 6, the Federal debt stood at 
$4,872,967,679,626.75. On a per capita 
basis, every man, woman, and child in 
America owes $18,497.87 as his or her 
share of that debt. 

f 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT: STAY 
THE COURSE 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I join 
the President, Members of Congress, 
and the American people in welcoming 
the Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mrs. 
Benazir Bhutto, to the United States. I 
wish her well during her visit. I had the 
opportunity to meet with her in Paki-
stan just a few months after her re- 
election as Prime Minister in October 
1993. I enjoyed visiting her beautiful 
country. The opportunity for lasting 
peace and economic growth both with-
in Pakistan and throughout South Asia 
should be a top priority for the United 
States and all the countries of that re-
gion. 

I suspect that it is largely due to the 
visit of Prime Minister Bhutto that the 
Clinton administration once again is 
publicly questioning the effectiveness 
of the so-called Pressler amendment, 
the law that prohibits direct United 
States aid to Pakistan. 

As my colleagues know, it was 10 
years ago that I successfully offered an 
amendment in the Foreign Relations 
Committee to cut off aid and military 
sales to Pakistan if the President could 
not certify that Pakistan did not pos-
sess a nuclear explosive device. The 
Reagan administration supported the 

amendment. In fact, they helped write 
it. Even the Government of Pakistan 
did not object to the amendment be-
cause they claimed they were not pur-
suing a nuclear option. 

In fact, my amendment was consid-
ered a compromise. Our former col-
league from California, Senator Alan 
Cranston, had another amendment that 
immediately would have cut off aid to 
Pakistan, without Presidential certifi-
cation, because he believed Pakistan 
already possessed the materials needed 
to assemble a nuclear bomb. 

In October of 1990, nearly 5 years 
after the Pressler amendment became 
law, the Bush administration was un-
able to certify that Pakistan was not 
in possession of a nuclear explosive de-
vice. As a result, all U.S. direct aid and 
military sales were terminated. At the 
time of the aid cutoff, Pakistan was at-
tempting to purchase a fleet of F–16’s 
from the United States. Because of the 
enforcement of the Pressler amend-
ment, delivery of the aircraft never 
took place. 

Despite claiming to have a strong 
policy on nuclear nonproliferation, the 
Clinton administration consistently 
has shown hostility toward the Press-
ler amendment—the only nuclear non-
proliferation law with teeth. In the fall 
of 1993, the Clinton administration 
called for the repeal of the Pressler 
amendment, but backed off after pres-
sure from Members of Congress. 

The Clinton administration last year 
began to float a new proposal to grant 
a one-time waiver of the Pressler 
amendment to allow for the delivery of 
at least 22 of the F–16 aircraft sought 
by Pakistan—aircraft that can carry 
and drop a nuclear bomb. The adminis-
tration’s proposal was originally un-
conditional, but was later modified 
with a condition that Pakistan promise 
to cap its nuclear weapons arsenal. 

In recent weeks, the Clinton adminis-
tration has been at it again, proposing 
a $1 billion package of military equip-
ment, consisting mainly of the F–16’s. 
Frankly, Mr. President, I find simply 
preposterous any proposal that would 
transfer even one F–16 to Pakistan 
without first securing that nation’s 
compliance with the Pressler amend-
ment and its signature on the nuclear 
non-proliferation treaty [NPT]. 

The latest Clinton F–16 transfer 
plan—like the first—is unacceptable. I 
am astounded that an administration 
that pays so much lip service to the 
cause of nuclear nonproliferation 
would consider providing Pakistan 
with aircraft capable of carrying a nu-
clear weapon. 

Never before in history has a nation 
sought to transfer nuclear delivery ve-
hicles to a country that has nuclear 
weapons and say it is doing so in the 
interest of nuclear nonproliferation. 
The Clinton plan defies basic common 
sense. 

Indeed, President Clinton’s proposed 
military aid package to Pakistan 
would have the worst of consequences: 
It would strike a serious blow against 
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regional peace and worldwide nuclear 
nonproliferation; undermine the tre-
mendous economic progress that has 
occurred in South Asia; launch a nu-
clear arms buildup in South Asia; and 
perhaps most frightening, increase the 
likelihood of nuclear weapons falling 
into the hands of terrorists. Indeed, 
any individual who has an interest in 
the future economic development of 
South Asia should have serious con-
cerns with the Clinton administra-
tion’s proposal. 

I recognize that a number of U.S. 
aerospace firms have a strong interest 
in this issue. The transfer of F–16’s 
would mean new business, new con-
tracts, and new jobs here at home. I 
suspect these firms are putting tremen-
dous pressure on the Clinton adminis-
tration to push for military aid to 
Pakistan. 

Mr. President, the aid package may 
mean more jobs at home, but it would 
come at a heavy price on a global scale. 
I do not believe any issue is more im-
portant to the security of all free peo-
ple than nuclear nonproliferation, par-
ticularly in potential hot spots such as 
South Asia. I am concerned that the 
transfer of F–16’s would spark a nu-
clear arms race in South Asia. 

The Clinton administration has trav-
eled this same road before. The cata-
lyst for the nuclear tightrope walk 
that occurred in North Korea was the 
perception by officials in Pyongyang 
that the United States was not serious 
about nuclear nonproliferation. I would 
have thought that after North Korea, 
the Clinton administration would have 
learned an important lesson. It does 
not appear they have learned. 

Once again, the administration is 
willing to be the catalyst for desta-
bilization. The wrong signals are there. 
I fear India will be forced to rethink its 
current military force structure if 
Pakistan takes delivery of the F–16’s, 
including resumption of their nuclear 
program, deployment of short-range 
weapons, and even development of 
long-range options. 

Further, Mr. President, we must con-
sider not just the instability between 
India and Pakistan, but instability 
within Pakistan itself. With all due re-
spect to Prime Minister Bhutto, I have 
very serious concerns about the ability 
of her civilian government to hold its 
military leaders accountable to civil-
ian-based policies. I urge my colleagues 
to examine closely this military-civil-
ian chain-of-command issue. 

We also must examine the inability 
of Mrs. Bhutto’s government to re-
spond effectively to the shocking wave 
of violence sweeping her country. Ter-
rorist groups, such as the Harkatul 
Ansar—the Movement of Friends—are 
based in Pakistan, but have links to 
similar groups in Iran. The New York 
Times recently reported that a massive 
worldwide network of Islamic ter-
rorism was traced to a university in 
Peshawar—the University of Dawat 
and Jihad. This is not a run-of-the-mill 
institution of higher learning. Stu-

dents go there to seek advanced de-
grees in worldwide terrorism. Grad-
uates of this university have applied 
their lessons of death in North Africa, 
the Middle East, and Asia. 

Terrorist violence is a mortal plague 
within Pakistan, leaving more than 
1,000 people dead since the beginning of 
last year. This wave of terror recently 
claimed the lives of two American dip-
lomats, who were tracked down and 
killed in cold blood. Even Prime Min-
ister Bhutto questioned whether or not 
she had the resources necessary to 
crack down on the militant organiza-
tions operating within her country. 
Others question whether or not Prime 
Minister Bhutto has enough political 
capital to take the tough action needed 
to restore stability. 

Therefore, I shudder at the thought 
of a nuclear capable government in 
South Asia that is incapable of 
controling its own military command 
or restoring order at home. This inter-
nal instability increases the possibility 
that nuclear weapons could fall into 
the hands of a terrorist state or organi-
zation. It boggles my mind that Presi-
dent Clinton would propose an aid 
package that would add both to the 
Government’s nuclear capability and 
to the region’s instability. 

This fact raises yet another problem, 
which gets to the very essence of the 
Pressler amendment. Mr. President, 
the Pressler amendment was meant to 
be a strong warning to an ally: If you 
go nuclear, it will come at the expense 
of U.S. aid. The United States cannot 
condone—through taxpayer assist-
ance—the Government of Pakistan be-
coming a nuclear power. 

This policy has worked to a large de-
gree. Pakistan has at least frozen the 
development of its nuclear program. A 
number of states that pursued active 
nuclear weapons research programs in 
the 1980’s have abandoned them, in-
cluding Argentina, Brazil, South 
Korea, Taiwan, and South Africa. They 
responded to American diplomacy and 
their own good common sense. It is 
worth noting that both South Korea 
and Taiwan have antidemocratic neigh-
bors and the temptation to hide behind 
a nuclear shield is undoubtedly high. 

In one of the worst ways imaginable, 
the Clinton administration’s proposed 
military aid package would be seen as 
a certification and acceptance of Paki-
stan as a full-fledged nuclear power—a 
signal that runs counter to our own 
support and insistence for the ratifica-
tion of the NPT. Pakistan is not a sig-
natory of the NPT. It does not allow 
inspections. Yet, these facts do not 
seem to be important to the Clinton 
administration. Just as ominous, the 
proposed military aid package tells 
other countries that there are no long- 
term penalties for going nuclear. 

Mr. President, I have made this 
point: The administration’s proposal to 
change the Pressler Amendment is a 
bad policy. I urge my colleagues to re-
view it carefully, but skeptically. Let 
me reiterate: I want to see Pakistan 

succeed economically. I want to see 
peace achieved both within and beyond 
Pakistan’s borders. I want to see our 
nuclear nonproliferation goals 
achieved. The administration can 
achieve all those policies by with-
drawing its proposed aid package and 
standing firmly behind the Pressler 
amendment. 

f 

THE REAL MEANING OF THE 
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, for al-
most 100 days now, we have been hear-
ing about the Contract With America— 
here in Washington and in my home 
State of South Dakota. 

This week we get their contact with 
America. Every time you open a news-
paper or turn on your TV or your 
radio—or even your computer—some 
Republican is speaking in superlatives 
about what is happening in Congress. 
Not everyone shares that enthusiasm. 

One of the most astute assessments I 
have heard of the Republicans’ 100 days 
was offered last week by a Capitol tour 
guide. When someone asked him what 
had passed so far in this Congress, he 
said, ‘‘About 12 weeks.’’ 

I can tell you a lot more has hap-
pened in South Dakota during those 12 
weeks. Farmers and ranchers, who 
have been gearing up for the spring 
planting and helping their livestock 
through the calving season, are grap-
pling with the harsh realities of low 
commodity and livestock prices, hop-
ing there will be enough to support 
their families. 

On Main Streets in cities and towns 
across South Dakota, small business 
owners and employees are working 
longer and harder just to maintain 
their incomes. 

In other words, life is going on in 
South Dakota, and people are trying to 
move forward, looking toward change 
in Washington to help them realize 
their dreams. 

The tradition of scrutinizing the first 
100 days really began, as you know, 
with President Franklin Roosevelt. 
Most students of government still con-
sider the first 100 days of the New Deal 
to be the most successful in the history 
of the Federal Government. And no 
wonder. By the end of President Roo-
sevelt’s first 100 days, Congress had 
passed an extraordinary package of 15 
bills that fundamentally changed the 
relationship between business and Gov-
ernment, and individuals and Govern-
ment. 

It was an agenda that was firmly 
rooted in FDR’s belief, as he said, that 
‘‘the future lies with those wise polit-
ical leaders who realize that the great 
public is interested more in good gov-
ernment than in politics.’’ That is a 
sentiment you won’t find in the Repub-
licans’ Contract With America. For it 
was politics pure and simple—the 1994 
election and a mountain of polling 
data—that gave us the so-called con-
tract. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S07AP5.REC S07AP5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5541 April 7, 1995 
Franklin Roosevelt knew to be skep-

tical of people, like so many in this 
new Republican majority, who promise 
easy solutions to hard problems. He 
could easily be speaking of today’s Re-
publican majority when he commented 
on their predecessors more than 60 
years ago. 

‘‘Let me warn you and let me warn 
the Nation,’’ he said, ‘‘against the 
smooth evasions of those who say, ‘Of 
course we agree with all these things. 

‘‘ ‘We believe in Social Security. We 
believe in work for the unemployed. We 
believe in saving homes. Cross our 
hearts and hope to die, we believe in all 
these things. But we do not like the 
way the present administration is 
doing them. Just turn them over to us. 
We will do all of them. We will do more 
of them. We will do them better. And 
most of all, the doing of them will not 
cost anybody anything.’ ’’ 

Does this sound familiar? It should. 
That is the Big Lie on which the con-
tract is constructed: ‘‘We can balance 
the budget. We can increase military 
spending. We can give more tax breaks 
to the rich. And it will not cost any-
body anything. In fact, you and your 
family are going to get money back.’’ 

Clearly, the promise to fundamen-
tally change the Federal Government 
sounded very good to some people last 
November. But were they voting for 
the Republican contract? The fact is, 
they were not. Less than 5 percent of 
Americans had even heard of the con-
tract on Election Day. Even now, polls 
show that the more people hear about 
the contract, the more nervous they 
get. And with good reason. To para-
phrase Pogo, we have met the enemy in 
the Republicans’ contract, and it is us. 

It is not big-money special interests 
the Contract targets—Republicans 
have invited the lobbyists into their of-
fices to rewrite the laws. The enemy in 
the Republican contract is not even the 
infamous waste, fraud, and abuse. 

It is working families and their chil-
dren in South Dakota and across the 
Nation. 

They can wrap it up in new 
spinmeister packaging, but the strug-
gle at the center of the contract is the 
same struggle that has defined the dif-
ference between the Republican and 
Democratic Parties for generations. 

It is the struggle between the rich 
and the rest of us. 

We do not have any billionaires in 
South Dakota who will benefit from 
the tax loophole Republicans are fight-
ing to protect that allow billionaires to 
renounce their citizenship to avoid 
paying taxes on the fortunes they have 
made in our country. 

We do not have a lot of powerful cor-
porate lobbyists who have gained un-
precedented access to the Congress. 

What we do have in South Dakota 
are hard-working families who wamt 
change, who want more opportunities 
for themselves, and a better future for 
their children. 

Republicans were on the wrong side 
of this struggle before, and they are on 

the wrong side now. We have heard a 
lot about the casualties of the con-
tract, but the biggest casualty is not a 
person or a group. It is Americans’ 
sense of values—our sense of fairness. 
Most of all, it is our fragile but essen-
tial belief that if we work hard, we can 
make a better life for ourselves and our 
kids. 

This ethic, this belief, was ingrained 
in all South Dakotans. This belief, this 
value, is essential to our survival as a 
democracy. 

De Tocqueville wrote that it is our 
values, even more than our laws, that 
enable Americans to maintain this de-
mocracy, and that fundamental insight 
into our character remains true to this 
day. 

If people do not know the difference 
between right and wrong, all the pris-
ons in the world will not keep us safe. 
If children come to school with no 
sense of discipline, no respect for au-
thority, the best teachers and, the best 
computers in the world will not make a 
difference. And if young people grow up 
in a society that does not reward hon-
est work, no welfare reform plan in the 
world will work. 

We cannot solve our problems with a 
law or a check—or even the threat of 
no check. If we want to restore the 
American dream, we have got to re-
store American values. And that means 
strengthening America’s families. 
Families are where values are taught 
and learned. But teaching values takes 
time. It takes time. 

And time is something that most 
families have less of every year. I hear 
this every time I go home. 

One story this year that didn’t get 
perhaps quite as much attention as it 
deserved was a series of strikes by 
autoworkers who were protesting man-
datory 50- and 60-hour workweeks. 

The workers said the extra pay just 
wasn’t worth the price they were pay-
ing in burnout and in time spent away 
from their families. 

The conflict many workers feel be-
tween trying to be both good providers 
and good parents was best summed up 
by a single mother at a GM factory in 
Michigan who had just put her son in 
counseling and just learned that her 18- 
year-old daughter was pregnant. 

You know what she said? She said, ‘‘I 
keep thinking that maybe if I’d been 
able to spend more time with them this 
wouldn’t have happened.’’ 

That is a conflict more parents live 
with each year. From the late 1960’s to 
the late 1980’s, the average workyear 
for American workers increased by 163 
hours. You know what that is? That’s 
an extra month each year. 

Today, fewer than one-third of Amer-
ican families have time to eat even one 
meal a day together. And nearly 7 mil-
lion children—including half a million 
pre-school kids—spend at least part of 
each day all alone. 

Why are parents spending less time 
with their kids? The answer is simple: 
In spite of an unprecedented effort by 
the Clinton administration to create 

more than 6 million new jobs, the real 
income of most Americans is declining. 

Each year, it takes more people 
working more hours in a family just to 
afford the basic. Eighty percent of 
America’s families have not seen their 
incomes rise since the 1970’s. Eighty 
percent. And this is true despite huge 
increases in two-income and even 
three-income families. 

Even in the 1990’s, the richest one- 
third of Americans are getting richer, 
while incomes for everyone else keep 
falling. And let me tell you, that is 
fundamentally wrong. And Democrats 
must fight it. 

Not long ago I had a young father 
tell me, ‘‘Either I can spend time with 
my family or support them—but not 
both.’’ Those are not conditions for 
teaching moral values. They are an in-
vitation to moral anarchy. And the ex-
treme agenda of the new majority—de-
spite all its pious and populist rhet-
oric—is almost certain to make mat-
ters worse. 

Because it is designed to reward the 
rich and the well-connected at the ex-
pense of America’s middle-class fami-
lies. That is wrong and Democrats 
must fight it, make no mistake: The 
new Republican agenda is worse than 
indifferent to the needs of working 
families. It is downright hostile to 
them. It is trickle-down economics 
with a vengeance. And if it is enacted, 
it will destroy much of the middle 
class. 

If you doubt it, just look at some of 
the tax changes Republicans are pro-
posing: 

One of the more moderate members 
of the Republican party is proposing 
that we repeal income taxes on stock 
profits. In other words, let’s tax only 
wages. And some Republicans want to 
protect the tax loophole that allows 
billionaires to renounce their U.S. citi-
zenship to avoid paying taxes on the 
fortunes they have made in this coun-
try. 

You know, when George Washington 
found out that Benedict Arnold was a 
traitor he probably thought about a lot 
of things. He probably thought about 
flogging him. He probably thought 
about hanging him. He probably 
thought about taking everything he 
owned. But I guarantee you one thing 
he never thought about was giving him 
a tax break. 

What kind of contract is that? 
Of course, many of us feel that the 

contract is more noteworthy for what 
it leaves out than for what little it ac-
tually does. The contract offers no 
blueprint to create more jobs or better- 
paying jobs. And, it offers no plan to 
fix any of the other problems that are 
undermining Americans’ economic se-
curity. 

Quite the opposite, the Republican 
agenda makes it harder for people to 
climb the economic ladder by gutting 
worker training programs and college 
loans. 

Under the Republican contract, 27,165 
South Dakota college students will pay 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S07AP5.REC S07AP5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5542 April 7, 1995 
more for their student loans. Who 
knows how many who cannot afford the 
higher priced loans will simply drop 
out. 

It makes it harder for poor families 
to escape welfare by blocking any in-
crease in the minimum wage. 

The Republican agenda leaves vir-
tually every American family at risk 
of financial ruin by refusing to reform 
health care. For some, the past 100 
days simply means that more people 
are without health insurance in South 
Dakota and a lot of people—and hoping 
they do not end up like some of their 
neighbors—the 1,200 retirees of the 
Morrell meatpacking company in 
Sioux Falls, who suddenly lost their 
health benefits 2 months ago. 

And, the contract undermines our ef-
fort to enforce laws protecting Ameri-
cans from polluted air and water, from 
spoiled meat and killer toys and a 
whole host of other dangers. 

The big winners in the contract are 
the lobbyists and special interests, who 
Republicans have invited—quite lit-
erally—into committee rooms to write 
the laws as they choose. 

The big losers, of course, are working 
families, who are going to end up pick-
ing up the tab for the special inter-
ests—the same as they did in the 1980’s. 
That is wrong, too, and Democrats will 
fight it. 

The biggest problem with the con-
tract is not simply that it threatens to 
bankrupt working families economi-
cally. It is also morally bankrupt. 
Democrats have a responsibility to 
challenge not just the details of the 
contract, but the underlying values as 
well. We need to raise our voices, par-
ticularly in the face of the extreme 
new agenda of the Republican Party. 

We need to find new ways, new tech-
nologies, to communicate our basic be-
liefs, and, we need to expand the debate 
to include values that matter to work-
ing families. Values like fairness and 
tolerance, genuine opportunity, and 
generational progress. 

More important, we need to make 
sure that our values shape our public 
policy. Too often, government policies 
do not reflect our nation’s values. 
Sometimes they have actually exacer-
bate the conditions they were created 
to eliminate. 

No matter how noble their original 
purpose, when we try to protect failed 
programs, we undermine the credibility 
of government and thus the ability of 
government to help the people who de-
serve help. 

So, making sure our values shape our 
public policies mean, first of all, ac-
knowledging when something is not 
working. Making sure our values shape 
our public policies also means reform-
ing our welfare system so that it re-
wards work. It means encouraging fam-
ilies to be strong and to stay strong. 
Making sure our values shape our pub-
lic policies means we need truth-in- 
sentencing laws. We need to hold peo-
ple responsible for their actions. And 
we need to protect people from crime 
in the first place. 

President Clinton and a Democratic 
Congress last year passed a tough new 
crime bill that puts 100,000 more police 
on the street, including 77 in my home 
State. Now Republicans want to gut 
that bill. That is dead wrong. And 
Democrats will fight it. 

Making sure our values shape our 
public policies means we need to listen 
to average people, not campaign con-
tributors. In Washington and in every 
State capitol in this country, holy 
wars are being waged with unholy 
amounts of money. People don’t know 
where the buck stops anymore. They 
only know it stops the debate. 

And this is wrong. And Democrats 
will fight it—by pushing for real cam-
paign finance reform—in this session of 
Congress. 

Making sure our values shape our 
public policies means helping workers 
learn new skills so they can keep their 
job or get a new one. Not long ago, 
Speaker GINGRICH called unemploy-
ment insurance ‘‘vacation pay for free-
loaders.’’ Republicans may think that 
makes a good sound bite, but it’s small 
and insensitive. If we value work, then 
let us treat workers with dignity. Give 
them the tools and training they need 
to earn their own way, and they will 
not need unemployment insurance or 
anything else from government. 

Finally, making sure our values 
shape our public policies means helping 
middle-class pay for college with af-
fordable loans or the sweat equity that 
comes from national service. 

In asking Congress to do these 
things, Democrats are only asking the 
Republican majority to do what the 
American people expect them to do: to 
lead. Their refusal to even discuss our 
proposals makes it clear that Repub-
licans do not oppose the way we Demo-
crats have done the job of fighting for 
working families and children. They 
are fundamentally opposed to the job 
being done at all. 

I said at the beginning of my re-
marks that the American people did 
not vote for the Republican contract 
because most had not even heard of it. 
Instead, they were voting to continue 
the original Contract With America. 
They voted to make America a place, 
once again, where people still believe 
in values like tolerance and fairness, 
and parents still have the time to 
teach those values to their children. 

America can be what America was, a 
place where you can get ahead if you 
work hard. We can make America that 
kind of place again. But it’s going to 
take more than angry demagoguery 
and more than the mad dash of 100 
days. 

Americans understand that. Because 
leaders like Franklin Roosevelt taught 
us. President Roosevelt led this Nation 
through a depression and a world war. 
He knew that good government is gov-
ernment which unites this country, not 
divides it. It is government that offers 
hope, not fear—that proposes real solu-
tions where there are real problems. He 
led, so others were willing to follow. 

As a former history professor, NEWT 
GINGRICH should remember the words 
of his favorite President who said that 
‘‘the only limit to our realization will 
be our doubts of today.’’ 

While Democrats do not advocate 
going back to the programs of the New 
Deal, we believe that the values that 
shaped that agenda are as valid today 
as they have ever been. The realization 
of tomorrow must be built from the re-
alization of strong national leadership 
today, the kind of leadership the Amer-
ican people have turned to throughout 
our history, and to which future gen-
erations must turn, not just for 100 
days, but for that many years, and 
more. 

f 

SCHOOL-TO-WORK: A LARGER 
VISION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in Novem-
ber of last year, Mr. Sam Halperin of 
the American youth policy forum ad-
dressed a statewide conference in 
Rhode Island on implementation of the 
new School-to-Work Opportunities Act 
of 1994. His thoughts bear careful con-
sideration not only as we move this act 
from legislative provision to program 
but also as we approach reauthoriza-
tion of the Vocational Education Act. 

Mr. Halperin is a distinguished edu-
cator whose views merit careful consid-
eration. He has served as Deputy Com-
missioner in the old Office of Edu-
cation, Deputy Assistant Secretary at 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and the director and first 
president of the Institute for Edu-
cational Leadership. 

I would ask that the full text of Mr. 
Halperin’s remarks be placed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SCHOOL-TO-WORK: A LARGER VISION 

(By Dr. Samuel Halperin) 

Thank you for your invitation to help de-
velop Rhode Island’s plans for implementa-
tion of the School-to-Work Opportunities 
Act of 1994 (hereafter STWOA). I have no 
doubt that you will soon win one of the fed-
eral implementation grants, grants already 
awarded to eight other states. 

My only doubt is whether your vision will 
be as large-spirited and as bold as the federal 
Act itself. Will you seize the opportunity to 
rethink the essential nature of schooling at 
the dawn of the 21st Century? Will you con-
struct a total quality system in which each 
of the parts supports and advances the wel-
fare of all the other parts? That is the chal-
lenge. That is the opportunity. 

SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT: 
‘‘HISTORIC, LANDMARK’’ LEGISLATION 

Five features of the new Act qualify it for 
designation as ‘‘historic,’’ even ‘‘landmark,’’ 
legislation: 

One, previous federal legislation focussed 
mostly on the disadvantaged (Job Training 
Partnership Act, JOb Corps, ESEA Title I). 
STWOA is the most universal, non-means- 
tested effort to date. It is intended to help 
all students who have not yet completed 
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high school, regardless of their economic 
status. 

Two, STWOA is the first federal education 
legislation to declare that preparation for 
earning a living is one of the legitimate and 
important roles of schooling for all students, 
including the college-bound. 

Three, previous federal legislation implied 
that learning is the near-exclusive province 
of the schools. STWOA affirms that learning 
takes place in families, communities, 
schools and workplaces. Employers and 
worksite learning are central in the new leg-
islation. So are parents and community- 
based organizations. All of these agencies are 
specifically recognized as major stakeholders 
and partners in every local STW partnership. 

Four, previous federal legislation (with the 
exception of Vocational Education) largely 
bypassed the high schools. (Title I compen-
satory education funds, the largest program, 
are concentrated largely in the early grades.) 
STWOA focusses on high school and the 
transition to postsecondary education. While 
it addresses the needs of all students, it ‘‘re-
members’’ the needs of ‘‘The Forgotten Half’’ 
who are not going to four-year colleges im-
mediately after high school graduation. 

Five, previous federal legislation provided 
annual funding over many years. STWOA, 
accommodating to harsh federal fiscal reali-
ties, seeks to leverage change through lim-
ited financial incentives. Federal ‘‘venture 
capital’’ over a seven-to-ten-year period is 
intended to help you form voluntary partner-
ships and consortia of all the stakeholders. 
STWOA also encourages you to re-assess how 
you are using other federal, state and and 
local funding streams and, possibly, combine 
them for greater impact. 

Overall, the hope is that the new ways of 
doing business that you will develop will 
produce greater student achievement and far 
greater satisfaction with the graduates of 
your community’s total educational enter-
prise. 

WHAT SCHOOL-TO-WORK IS NOT 
Now, having told you why I think the new 

Act presents such a large historic challenge, 
I’d like to emphasize what the Act is not. 

First, it’s not another one of those small 
federal programs that soon becomes overlaid 
with reams of federal and state guidelines 
and regulations. The last thing in the world 
you need is another categorical program, an-
other ‘‘flavor of the month!’’ 

STWOA is not a fancy euphemism for ex-
isting programs like vocational education or 
career exploration, although each of these 
endeavors has a vital role to play in School 
to Work. 

It’s not a way for America to beat the Jap-
anese and Germans in international eco-
nomic competition. 

It’s not another tracking device to sepa-
rate winners and losers in the education race 
or to offer second-class schooling to students 
who may not see themselves as college- 
bound. 

WHAT SCHOOL-TO-WORK COULD BE 
Now let me tell you what I think STW 

could be here in Rhode Island and around the 
country. 

Ideally, STW is a systematic, comprehen-
sive, community-wide effort to help all 
young people (1) prepare for high-skill and 
high-wage careers, (2) receive top quality 
academic instruction, and (3) gain the foun-
dation skills to pursue post-secondary edu-
cation and lifelong learning. I stress all 
young people, including those with disabil-
ities and those who are headed for a four- 
year degree at our finest colleges and univer-
sities. 

When carried out effectively, STW offers a 
high school experience that challenges and 
motivates our youth to develop the skills, 

knowledge and behaviors they need to 
achieve economic earning power and, in 
turn, achieve the American dream. 

STW will also help to provide American 
employers with the qualified workers they 
need. Through new or expanded local part-
nerships, employers will work with teachers 
to develop and implement curricula that 
span both the school and work sites, setting 
high standards for student performance and 
credentialing youth for good careers. 

To the architects of STWOA, the Act is a 
way to rethink what we adults are doing to 
prepare our young people for success in life. 
It offers us the opportunity to fundamen-
tally alter the high school experience—which 
currently is not working well for many, if 
not most, students. It brings high school into 
alignment with more effective ways of teach-
ing and learning and promises a brighter fu-
ture for far more young people. It also gives 
adults far greater personal and professional 
satisfaction from their work with young peo-
ple. 

A CRITIQUE OF AMERICAN HIGH SCHOOLS 
STWOA was created out of a widespread 

belief that most high schools are not work-
ing well, particularly for the 75 percent of 
our young people who are unlikely to earn a 
baccalaureate degree. Consider these con-
temporary comments on the American high 
school: 

‘‘Most employers look at the high school 
diploma as evidence of staying power, not 
academic achievement. They realized long 
ago that it is possible to graduate from high 
school in this country and still be function-
ally illiterate. As a result, the non-college- 
bound youth know that their performance in 
high school is likely to have little or no 
bearing on the type of employment they 
manage to find.’’ (Commission on the Skills 
of the American Workforce, America’s 
Choice: high skills or low wages!, 1990) 

‘‘Most kids think [academic] education 
methods are torture devices invented by 
teachers . . . they got that idea because they 
can see that no one in the workplace is doing 
these things.’’ (Stephen Hamilton, Cornell 
University Youth and Work Program.) 

‘‘It’s evident that the vast majority of kids 
in high school are not motivated. We don’t 
seem to be approaching them in ways that 
engage them in learning.’’ (John f. Jennings, 
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Education and Labor.) 

‘‘Students not bound for college need the 
most help, receive the least assistance, are 
equipped with the most limited information, 
and experience the greatest risks in the job 
market.’’ (Gary Orfield and Faith Paul, High 
Hopes, Long Odds, 1994) 

Over the twenty-year period from 1967–1987, 
the percentage of jobs held by workers with 
less than a high school diploma declined 
from 40 percent to only 15 percent. Over the 
same period, inflation-adjusted incomes of 
families headed by high school graduates 
without any postsecondary education fell 
fully 30 percent. Only half of the high school 
graduates under age 20 and not in college are 
employed fulltime and worse yet, about one- 
third of young people fail to find stable em-
ployment by the time they reach age 30. (Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics and Paul Osterman 
of MIT.) (For a larger discussion of these 
points, see Richard Mendel, The American 
School-to-Career Movement: A Background 
Paper for Policymakers and Foundation Offi-
cers, American Youth Policy Forum, 1994.) 

Against this dire and worsening back-
ground we know that many well-paying ca-
reers do not require a baccalaureate degree. 
We also know from research (e.g., the SCANS 
reports, 1991 and 1992, and the National As-
sessment of Vocational Education, 1994) that 
certain things do pay off in the labor mar-

ket: (1) cognitive skills, (2) broad technical 
skills (especially computer literacy and its 
applications), (3) postsecondary education 
and, (4) human relations and workplace 
skills, like getting along with colleagues and 
supervisors, working well in teams and dem-
onstrating reliability, responsibility and ini-
tiative. 

BASIC PREMISES OF SCHOOL-TO-WORK 

Building on this knowledge base, STWOA 
offers no precise blueprint, no road map or 
rule book. Rather, the new Act is one of the 
least prescriptive laws on the statue books. 
It acts like a compass, pointing to a set of 
concepts or basic premises. These premises 
are based on recent research about how peo-
ple learn best and what employers say young 
people need in order to cope with a fast- 
changing world. 

First, STW is a new way of looking at the 
development of young people and particu-
larly at their needs in the critical adolescent 
transition years from high school into fur-
ther education and the world of work. STW 
asserts that youth need active, not passive 
learning—in schools, in worksites, in vol-
untary service. Therefore, STW views the en-
tire community as one great learning labora-
tory where young people grow, develop and 
find networks of support. 

Second, STW is a systematic effort to 
change the time-based assumptions on which 
most high schools are currently based. STW 
says that young people are expected to ex-
hibit or demonstrate mastery of rigorous 
academic and behavioral skills, not be 
judged by how many years they have sat in 
classrooms or how many written tests they 
have passed by rote memorization. Actual 
demonstrations of competence will be the 
touchstone of STW. 

Third, STW builds on extensive research 
that says that one of the most critical ingre-
dients in young people’s success is their 
close attachment to a caring and successful 
adult, a mentor, a role model, a coach, a 
youth advocate who supplements what 
teachers, neighbors and family members pro-
vide, particularly when traditional supports 
are lacking. 

When a Congressional committee asked 
Cornell University’s Urie Bronfenbrenner to 
summarize everything he had learned in a 
long and distinguished career in human de-
velopment research, Bronfenbrenner replied: 
‘‘Some adult has got to be crazy about the 
kid, and truly be there for that kid, and let 
that kid know that his life is important and 
has meaning.’’ 

Fourth, STW also builds on powerful re-
cent research finding that most students 
learn best in context, when they see how 
knowledge is actually used outside the 
school, especially in a work setting. There-
fore, STW views the employers’ workplace as 
a learning laboratory where young people 
can experience the relevance of knowledge in 
the ‘‘real world.’’ Young people like to work. 
They blossom in the workplace if they are 
treated as respected members of a team that 
is expected to perform responsibly and pro-
ductively. Generations of inquiry concerning 
European adolescents undergird these 
truths. Young people in Europe report pride 
in their workplace roles. They look forward 
to the company and the counsel of their 
adult supervisors and coworkers. And, to a 
considerable extent, they avoid the epidemic 
of pathologies which beset so many Amer-
ican youth. 

Fifth, because STW is outcome- or per-
formance-centered, young people in their 
dual roles as learners and as workers can 
demonstrate their proficiency at the highest 
standards. That accomplishment is then cer-
tified by a credential that is recognized and 
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honored by schools, by employers, by parents 
and by institutions of higher education. 

These, then, are five basic premises on 
which many of the new STW initiatives 
around the United States are based. To be 
sure, few existing STW efforts will articulate 
all of these premises clearly. Nor will these 
initiatives give equal weight to each of these 
premises. Let me assert my firm belief, how-
ever, that the most successful and the most 
enduring STW efforts will be those that in-
corporate all five of these premises. There 
simply are no short cuts to excellence. 

Now let us see if we can put these premises 
together in a comprehensive vision of a high 
school learning community based on them. I 
am indebted by my friend in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary Patricia McNeil, for suggesting how a 
vision of STW in the context of ‘‘systemic 
school reform’’ might be portrayed. 

ANYTOWN HIGH: AN ATTAINABLE DREAM 
Close your eyes for a few moments. Imag-

ine that you are an entering freshman at 
Anytown High School. It is the first day of 
school. You are seated in the school audito-
rium with your new classmates. I am the 
principal, giving you a preview of what kind 
of school this is, and the kinds of experiences 
and opportunities available to you. 

‘‘Welcome to Anytown High School! All 
the adults on the stage with me this morning 
and around the room—teachers, office staff, 
counselors, food service and building staff, 
coaches, community leaders, local employ-
ers, labor union representatives, members of 
our town’s workforce development system, 
alternative schools, city government, par-
ents and volunteers—we all welcome you. 

Not long ago, I told similar freshmen class-
es that half of you might not be here to com-
plete your senior year. Today, I want to give 
you quite a different message. All of us here 
today pledge that we are here to help each of 
you get the high level skills and knowledge 
you will need to become successful citizens, 
productive workers and lifelong learners. 
When you complete your experience here or 
when you finish your secondary schooling at 
a job training program or community college 
or alternative school, you will have all you 
need to enter and complete a two- or four- 
year college degree program, a registered ap-
prenticeship program, the military, or an 
entry-level career ladder job. All the adults 
in this school an din this community are 
pledged to work together to help you suc-
ceed. That is because we accept the wisdom 
of that old African adage: ‘It takes a entire 
village to raise a child. 

Everything we do here at Anytown High 
school is based on three simple and impor-
tant ideas: 

One, what we expect you to learn here is 
important in the world outside these walls, 
important to your future as citizens, neigh-
bors, parents and workers. 

Two, we on the teaching staff and in school 
administration know that you can learn. 
Every single one of you has the ability to 
master the subject matter in our curriculum. 
This school is constructed in such a way that 
it respects your different learning styles. 
Some of you will need more time and extra 
help and, here at Anytown High, you will get 
it. Every one of you can graduate knowing, 
and being able to do, the things that assure 
success in the world of work and in life gen-
erally. 

Three, we won’t let you fail. When I say 
‘we’, I mean the entire community which is 
mobilized to ensure your success. Together, 
we will support you and provide many kinds 
of opportunities for learning, for earning and 
for fun. 

Because we in Rhode Island have restruc-
tured our entire K–12 school system, most of 

you have been hearing this message in one 
way or another from pre-school, through pri-
mary and middle school, but it bears repeat-
ing today: 

You are intelligent and capable individ-
uals. No one is born with the knowledge and 
skills they need to succeed in this world. 
You get smart through effort. Our job as 
adults is to help you develop your skills and 
knowledge to a high level. You’ll be asked to 
work hard, and we’ll be working equally hard 
alongside you on your behalf. 

We have a wide range of opportunities for 
you at Anytown High. In elementary and 
middle school you participated in a variety 
of learning experiences; you learned about 
possible careers; you planned projects and 
worked in teams to complete them. You will 
do more of that active learning in new and 
different ways. We have a broad range of 
learning options—all designed to give you 
the skills and knowledge you need to go on 
to college and into the workplace. Some of 
you may choose to do most of your learning 
in a classroom setting; others may choose 
more interactive work-based learning op-
tions. You will work in small academic and 
career clusters with a team of teachers who, 
in some cases, will remain with you during 
your entire time in our school, All of you 
will engage in hands-on learning where aca-
demic and occupational subjects are inte-
grated. All of you will participate in commu-
nity and public service learning experiences 
where you will practice the skills and behav-
iors which employers highly value. We also 
have a wide range of courses and information 
available for independent study via com-
puter and satellite hook-up, opening the en-
tire world to your curiosity. 

As you begin to think about choosing a ca-
reer major, you will learn about many as-
pects of particular industries, and you will 
see how knowledge and skills are actually 
used in those industries and occupations. In 
these choices, you will be supported by our 
guidance counselors and by job specialists 
who will open doors to future employers and 
show you what you need to be able to do in 
real workplaces. 

Of course, you can change your career clus-
ters in this school. Since you’ll all be learn-
ing the same core of essential skills and 
knowledge, you won’t be locked into one 
cluster or one narrow job, either here or 
after you graduate. 

An essential part of your experience in this 
school is the worksite placements which we 
offer in your junior and senior years and 
which in some cases, like Tech Prep, will 
continue beyond high school. Some of you 
will choose co-op education and internships 
with local employers for part of the school 
year. Some of you, as part of your Tech Prep 
or youth apprenticeship experience, will be 
working part-time in industries based on the 
technologies you will be studying in school. 
Some of you will be paid for your part-time 
work with employers after school and in the 
summers. Some of you will find your work 
opportunities in hospitals, libraries and 
other non-profit community services. 

Others of you will choose to enroll in our 
Career Academies, the small mini-schools on 
this campus which specialize in careers with 
good prospects for future professional em-
ployment. For example, we have a Financial 
Services Academy where you can learn about 
banking, insurance, real estate, investments 
and tourism. We have an Environmental and 
Maritime Academy where you can learn 
about everything connected with earning a 
living from the sea and how to protect that 
fragile resource. We have a Health and Bio-
science Acadmeny based on modern health 
care, hospital and laboratory management 
and exciting new careers in biotechnology. 
And we have other academies as well. Re-

gardless of which one you choose, you will 
receive high quality instruction and be able 
to form close associations with your fellow 
students and with employers in your career 
field. 

Regardless of the kind of worksite place-
ment you have chosen, you will graduate 
well prepared to continue your studies in 
higher education or to win an entry-level po-
sition with an employer. Above all, you will 
have experienced the joy of learning and you 
will excel, no matter how radically the world 
may change in the future. 

Even though your elementary and middle 
school experience was set up so that you 
would not fall behind, every year presents 
different challenges. If you are having trou-
ble keeping up or understanding something, 
we have extra help available in many 
forms—after-school, on weekends and in the 
summer. Team sports, clubs, community 
service and one-on-one help are after-school 
options from which you can choose. 

You will wonder how your teachers are so 
sharp, how they keep up with rapidly chang-
ing knowledge. Well, first of all, your teach-
ers see themselves as lifelong learners, con-
stantly striving to know more and to dis-
cover more effective ways to help you learn. 
This school offers many opportunities for 
professional development on and off this 
campus. Most important, we build in ample 
time for your teachers to meet together, to 
plan your studies, to learn from each other, 
from your worksite mentors, and from ex-
perts around the country, in person and 
through interactive television, video and sat-
ellite sessions. 

During the summer and at various times in 
the school year, some of your teachers and 
counselors will be working alongside you in 
the plants and offices of our employer part-
ners. They will be learning about the latest 
changes in technology and management so 
that your curricula can be kept relevant and 
so that they understand what you are learn-
ing in the worksite. (Incidentally, your 
teachers will simultaneously be helping to 
upgrade the basic academic skills of the 
adult workers you will be working with in 
your worksite placements.) 

If you change schools, the skills and 
knowledge you have demonstrated here will 
be transferable electronically to your new 
school. You will also have your portfolio of 
work and skills/knowledge inventory to take 
with you. If you want to find another learn-
ing experience, we will help you. We work 
closely with a wide range of alternative 
schools, with community colleges, with the 
Job Corps, with youth service and conserva-
tion corps, with the new National Civilian 
Community Corps and others. We also work 
closely with the local workforce develop-
ment system which operates career advance-
ment centers where you can get referrals to 
further training or qualify for a grant or 
loan package to help you complete sec-
ondary school training on your own 

Whenever and wherever you complete your 
secondary experience, you will receive a high 
school diploma signifying mastery of a high 
level of skills and knowledge. That diploma 
will be accepted by two- and four-year col-
leges, by employers, by the military and the 
registered apprenticeship system. Depending 
on your course of study, you may also re-
ceive a certificate of mastery in some ad-
vanced level academic or occupational skills. 
Some of you may take advance placement or 
other studies in this school that will qualify 
you to receive college credits. Some of you 
may graduate in less than four years because 
you have demonstrated mastery of our core 
curriculum. 

While we will do everything to support 
your learning, there may be personal and 
family problems that come up in your life so 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S07AP5.REC S07AP5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5545 April 7, 1995 
that you need some outside help. As a mem-
ber of the Anytown Partnership for Families, 
Anytown High’s Human Services Mall hosts 
a broad array of community agencies that 
will assist you and your families with non- 
academic problems. Many of these social 
services were available to you throughout 
primary and middle school, so you are famil-
iar with them. You can get information 
about other services from the computer files 
in your academic cluster, in the library or 
the cafeteria. Each of you will also have op-
portunities to have an adult mentor or 
coach. It may be an employee at your work-
site, a community service volunteer or a par-
ent in the community. Here at Anytown 
High, we have almost as many community 
partners as students. Each brings their ex-
pertise and their caring into the school and 
the worksite. 

Your teachers have worked hard to design 
the curriculum—in school, at the worksite 
and in your community service experiences— 
to support your learning in every way we 
know. Your guidance counselors and job spe-
cialists are working with your teachers and 
employers in the community to make sure 
you have access to information about post-
secondary schools and careers and that you 
can use it effectively to plan your further 
education and careers. 

The basic message I want to leave with you 
today is this: you are capable and intelligent 
young people in transition to adulthood and 
each adult here is on your side. We are com-
mitted to helping you get the skills and 
knowledge you need to be successful learn-
ers, workers and citizens. You can do it; we 
are here to help; and you can count on us. 
Welcome to Anytown High!’’ 

Our opening day assembly is now over. 
Those of you who haven’t been put to sleep 
by the principal’s long oration may open you 
eyes * * * 

It’s true, of course, that most of the stu-
dents in the auditorium probably did not ab-
sorb the full promise of what awaits them at 
Anytown High. Yet, I think few of them will 
fail to grasp the central message: That they 
are important and that they are going to be 
successful in life. 

All of the adults in the community, too, 
should now clearly understand that this de-
scription of a radically different kind of 
learning community requires their fullest 
participation. Education at Anytown High is 
a serious full-time partnership of the entire 
community. Its objective is simple and 
straightforward: success in work, success in 
life for each and every young person who en-
ters our schools. 

Undoubtedly, some of you are thinking: 
‘‘What a nice, Utopian dream. Halperin is 
just a dreamer.’’ Yes, I do have a dream! 
However, there is not one element in my 
dream that is not a living reality someplace 
in this country. Everything in this dream is 
being practiced somewhere * * * now, today. 
All that Patricia McNeil and I have done is 
put it all together to meet our personal vi-
sion. I hope you will do the same with your 
own ideas about education, youth develop-
ment and the world of work. 

So, I end where I began. The challenge be-
fore the people of Rhode Island is to dream 
your own dream for the State and for your 
own communities. Rethink the essential na-
ture of schooling at the dawn of the 21st Cen-
tury. Construct a total quality system in 
which all the parts of your dream come to-
gether to produce success for all of Rhode Is-
land’s young people. 

f 

SISTER CAROL MCGOVERN—LET’S 
CELEBRATE HER LIFE 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Senate join in celebrating the life 

of Sister Carol McGovern, RSM. Often 
we find that life gains meaning 
through our service to others, and our 
greatest personal ambition seems 
empty and illusory compared to such 
service. 

Sister Carol McGovern, who died 
Wednesday of breast cancer, was execu-
tive director of Amos House, a soup 
kitchen and social service center in the 
poorest neighborhood of Providence, 
Rhode Island’s capital city. To this po-
sition she brought tremendous energy 
and great vision. Her vision arose from 
spiritual commitment and was in-
formed by an extraordinarily active 
life. 

Sister Carol was involved: She served 
on many boards of directors, working 
with Sunrise House, the Rhode Island 
Rape Crisis Center, the Campaign To 
Eliminate Childhood Poverty, and the 
Rhode Island Right to Housing Now. 

When one first meets a person such 
as Sister Carol, an initial elation often 
gives way to the question: Where will 
the energy come from to sustain such 
commitment? 

The problems of humanity, even at a 
local level, seem so vast, complex, and 
intractable that they would quickly 
consume one entirely. Yet, year after 
year, on issue after issue, Sister Carol 
was there. 

Her energy never diminished, but 
grew deeper. Service that one would 
have thought to be all consuming, re-
vealed itself to be vitalizing. In the 
end, she was a force. The name Sister 
Carol McGovern resounds with mean-
ing unattainable by pursuit of indi-
vidual interest. 

In 1959, she joined the Sisters of 
Mercy, in 1967 she took her final vows. 
She earned her bachelor’s degree from 
Salve Regina College and her master’s 
degree from St. Michael’s College. 

She was given awards for her work, 
the John Kiffney Award from the Prov-
idence Newspaper Guild, an honorary 
doctorate from Rhode Island College, 
to name two. For anyone this would be 
a record of outstanding accomplish-
ment and well deserved recognition, 
but this record never defined her. 

Her essence was her commitment to 
service, her real presence was to be 
found among those most in need. Her 
life was claimed by an illness that af-
flicts many women, she faced it brave-
ly, and again she set a fine example. 

My office and I were deeply fortunate 
to be able to work with her over the 
years. Many times she enlightened us 
and gave us courage to address difficult 
issues squarely. 

She didn’t ask for answers, only ef-
fort. We shall miss her greatly. I am 
truly saddened by her passing. Yet it is 
her life of service that I ask this body 
to celebrate and commemorate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the Provi-
dence Journal of April 6, 1995, entitled 
‘‘Sister Carol McGovern, 53, Champion 
of the Poor, Dies,’’ be inserted into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as if read. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SISTER CAROL MCGOVERN, 53, CHAMPION OF 
THE POOR, DIES 

(By S. Robert Chiappinelli and Thomas J. 
Morgan) 

PAWTUCKET.—Sister Carol McGovern, 
RSM, executive director of Amos House in 
Providence and one of Rhode Island’s best 
known advocates for the poor, died yesterday 
at her home on Blodgett Avenue. 

Sister Carol, 53, has been ill with breast 
cancer for the past year and a half. The dis-
ease had seemed to be in remission, but then 
spread to her liver. 

Experimental treatment allowed her to re-
sume an active outdoor life and to continue 
her 12-hour work days until her health failed 
less than a month ago. 

Henry Shelton, another longtime activist, 
said, ‘‘Carol lived her life to the fullest with 
a smile that signaled joy and love, and faced 
death with more courage than anyone I ever 
knew. 

‘‘My prayer is that her life and death will 
inspire in Rhode Island’s religious and polit-
ical leaders a commitment similar to hers to 
support the effort of Rhode Island’s power-
less to help each other out of poverty.’’ 

‘‘What does one say about so remarkable a 
woman?’’ said Richard J. Walton, former 
president of the board of Amos House, a soup 
kitchen and social service center in South 
Providence. 

‘‘She was a woman who cared very deeply 
and worked with passion, I guess you could 
say, and with humor. And I’ve never seen 
anyone bear up under what she’s borne up 
under these last few months. She seemed to 
be more concerned about making people feel 
okay about her illness. She kept such a 
brave front that unless you knew she was 
sick, you couldn’t know.’’ 

Born in Providence, she was a daughter of 
Eleanor V. (Peterson) of Cranston and the 
late James V. McGovern. 

Sister Carol arrived at Amos House along a 
curious path. 

She spent her early years teaching but in 
the 1970s she joined four other Sisters of 
Mercy knocking on doors in Woonsocket and 
meeting struggling residents. 

The nuns taught residents, particularly 
women alone with young children, about 
available resources, and in a few years 
turned their jobs over to neighborhood peo-
ple they had trained. 

So by 1983, Sister Carol was out of a job 
and decided to take some time to refocus. 
She got a job as manager of the Yarney, one 
of the stores in the then-new Davol Square 
shopping center in Providence. 

Using skills from her early years, she 
taught customers how to knit, and often 
chatted with Sister Eileen Murphy the Amos 
House founder who regularly strolled 
through Davol Square. 

After Sister Eileen died unexpectedly in 
December 1983, Sister Carol decided to apply 
as part of a team at Amos House. Eventually 
she became co-director with Jim Tull. (Tull 
stepped down earlier this year.) 

Despite her illness, Sister Carol continued 
her Amos House work and was showered with 
love and concern by those who used its serv-
ices. 

‘‘I have a real passion for the people who 
come here,’’ she said. ‘‘They are my family, 
they truly are my family.’’ 

Despite setbacks inherent in fighting for 
the needy, Sister Carol said, she drew suste-
nance from the example of her widowed 
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mother and the words of anthropologist Mar-
garet Mead, who said that small groups of 
truly committed people are the only things 
that have ever changed the world. 

She entered the Sisters of Mercy in Sep-
tember 1959 and took her final vows in Au-
gust 1967. 

She received a bachelor’s degree from 
Salva Regina College in 1964, and a master’s 
in 1974 from St. Michael’s College in 
Vermont. 

Sister Carol was a founder of the Rhode Is-
land Coalition for the Homeless, and was 
president of its board. She was a member of 
the board of directors of Sunrise House, a 
member of the board and a counselor-advo-
cate of the Rhode Island Rape Crisis Center, 
a member of the Campaign to Eliminate 
Childhood Poverty and the Rhode Island 
Right to Housing NOW. 

She was a lobbyist for the Sisters of Mercy 
for the last four years, dealing with peace, 
justice and women’s issues. 

In February Sister Carol and Tull received 
the John Kiffney Award of the Providence 
Newspaper Guild. 

She also received the Bronze Key Award 
fro Substance Abuse. She was to receive an 
honorary doctorate in May from Rhode Is-
land College. 

Surviving besides her mother are two 
brothers, Robert F. McGovern of Cranston 
and James V. McGovern of Oxford, Mass., 
and a sister, Marcia E. O’Connor of Provi-
dence. 

A concelebrated Mass of Christian Burial 
will be celebrated Saturday at 10 a.m. in St. 
Michael Church, Oxford, Street, Providence. 
Burial will be in Resurrection Cemetery, 
Cumberland. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:18 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 483. An act to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit medicare se-
lect policies to be offered in all States, and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 660. An act to amend the Fair Housing 
Act to modify the exemption from certain 
familial status discrimination prohibitions 
granted to housing for older persons; and 

H.R. 1421. An act to provide that references 
in the statutes of the United States to any 
committee or officer of the House of Rep-
resentatives the name or jurisdiction of 
which was changed as part of the reorganiza-
tion of the House of Representatives at the 
beginning of the One Hundred Fourth Con-

gress shall be treated as referring to the cur-
rently applicable committee or officer of the 
House of Representatives. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1345) to elimi-
nate budget deficits and management 
inefficiencies in the government of the 
District of Columbia through the es-
tablishment of the District of Colum-
bia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 660. An act to amend the Fair Housing 
Act to modify the exemption from certain 
familial status discrimination prohibitions 
granted to housing for older persons; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following measure was read the 
first time: 

H.R. 483. An act to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit medicare se-
lect policies to be offered in all States, and 
for other purposes. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment: 

S. 115. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to acquire and to convey certain 
lands or interests in lands to improve the 
management, protection, and administration 
of Colonial National Historical Park, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 104–30). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 127. A bill to improve the administration 
of the Women’s Rights National Historical 
Park in the State of New York, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 104–31). 

S. 134. A bill to provide for the acquisition 
of certain lands formerly occupied by the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt family, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 104–32). 

By MURKOWSKI, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 188. A bill to establish the Great Falls 
Historic District in the State of New Jersey, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 104–33). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 197. A bill to establish the Carl Garner 
Federal Lands Cleanup Day, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 104–34). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment. 

S. 223. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to provide funds to the Palisades 
Interstate Park Commission for acquisition 
of land in the Sterling Forest area of the 
New York/New Jersey Highlands Region, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 104–35). 

S. 357. A bill to amend the National Parks 
and Recreation Act of 1978 to establish the 
Friends of Kaloko-Honokohau, an advisory 
commission for the Kaloko-Honokohau Na-

tional Historical Park, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 104–36). 

S. 363. A bill to improve water quality 
within the Rio Puerco watershed, New Mex-
ico, and to help restore the ecological health 
of the Rio Grande through the cooperative 
identification and implementation of best 
management practices that are consistent 
with the ecological, geological, cultural, so-
ciological, and economic conditions in the 
region, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 104– 
37). 

S. 378. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to exchange certain lands of the 
Columbia Basin Federal reclamation project, 
Washington, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 104–39). 

S. 392. A bill to amend the Dayton Aviation 
Heritage Preservation Act of 1992 with re-
gard to appointment of members of the Day-
ton Aviation Heritage Commission, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 104–40). 

S. 551. A bill to revise the boundaries of the 
Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument 
and the Craters of the Moon National Monu-
ment, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 104– 
40). 

S. 587. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to designate the Old Spanish 
Trail and the Northern Branch of the Old 
Spanish Trail for potential inclusion into the 
National Trails System, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 104–41). 

S. 601. A bill to revise the boundaries of the 
Blackstone River Valley National Heritage 
Corridor in Massachusetts and Rhode Island, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 104–42). 

S. 610. A bill to provide for an interpretive 
center at the Civil War Battlefield of Cor-
inth, Mississippi, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 104–43). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

H.R. 400. A bill to provide for the exchange 
of lands within Gates of the Arctic National 
Park and Preserve, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 104–44). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment. 

H.R. 440. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of lands to certain individuals in Butte 
County, California (Rept. No. 104–45). 

H.R. 536. A bill to extend indefinitely the 
authority of the Secretary of the Interior to 
collect a commercial operation fee in the 
Delaware Water Gap National Recreation 
Area, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 104– 
46). 

H.J. Res. 50. A joint resolution to designate 
the visitors center at the Channel Islands 
National Park, California, as the ‘‘Robert J. 
Lagomarsino Visitors Center’’ (Rept. No. 
104–47). 

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs: 

Special Report prepared by the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations entitled 
‘‘Criminal Aliens in the United States’’ 
(Rept. No. 104–48). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PRESSLER, from the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 

Charles T. Manatt, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be a Member of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Communications Satellite Cor-
poration until the date of the annual meet-
ing of the Corporation in 1997. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
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confirmed, subject to the nominee’s 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

Eldon E. Fallon, of Louisiana, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Eastern District of 
Louisiana. 

Joseph Robert Goodwin, of West Virginia, 
to be U.S. District Judge for the Southern 
District of West Virginia. 

Joe Bradley Pigott, of Mississippi, to be 
U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of 
Mississippi for the term of 4 years. 

Curtis L. Collier, of Tennessee, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the Eastern District of 
Tennessee. 

Maxine M. Chesney, of California, to be 
U.S. District Judge for the Northern District 
of California. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GRAMM: 
S. 711. A bill to provide for State credit 

union representation on the National Credit 
Union Administration Board, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. BRYAN: 
S. 712. A bill to amend title 28, United 

States Code, to authorize the award of fees 
and expenses to prevailing parties in frivo-
lous civil litigation, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HATFIELD: 
S. 713. A bill to amend the Employee Re-

tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to pro-
vide that the preemption provisions shall not 
apply to certain State of Oregon laws appli-
cable to health plans; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 714. A bill to require the Attorney Gen-
eral to study and report to Congress on 
means of controlling the flow of violent, sex-
ually explicit, harassing, offensive, or other-
wise unwanted material in interactive tele-
communications systems; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself, Mr. 
INHOFE, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 715. A bill to provide for portability of 
health insurance, guaranteed renewability, 
high risk pools, medical care savings ac-
counts, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: 
S. 716. A bill to amend the Social Security 

Act to provide for criminal penalties for acts 
involving medicare or State health care pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
PRYOR, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 717. A bill to extend the period of 
issuance of medicare select policies for 12 
months, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and 
Mr. D’AMATO): 

S. 718. A bill to require the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency to 
establish an Environmental Financial Advi-
sory Board and Environmental Finance Cen-
ters, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. 
DOLE): 

S. Res. 109. A resolution extending the ap-
preciation and gratitude of the United States 
Senate to Senator ROBERT C. BYRD, on the 
completion by the Senator of the 4 volume 
treatise entitled ‘‘The History of the United 
States Senate’’, and for other purposes; con-
sidered and agreed to. 

f 

STATEMENTS OF INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BRYAN: 
S. 712. A bill to amend title 28, 

United States Code, to authorize the 
award of fees and expenses to pre-
vailing parties in frivolous civil litiga-
tion, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

FRIVOLOUS LAWSUIT PREVENTION ACT 

∑ Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Frivolous Lawsuit 
Prevention Act of 1995. This legislation 
will increase sanctions on lawyers who 
file frivolous lawsuits. 

Almost daily we hear stories about 
some individual or business settling a 
lawsuit which has little merit just to 
avoid the costs associated with a drawn 
out case. The manhours and resources 
that can be drained from a business 
while it goes through such a process 
can be devastating. 

Many of us had hoped that the rules 
governing the conduct of court behav-
ior would deter frivolous lawsuits. Rule 
11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure authorize judges to impose ‘‘an 
appropriate sanction’’ upon an attor-
ney which is ‘‘interposed for any im-
proper purpose, such as to harass or to 
cause unnecessary delay or needless in-
crease in the cost of litigation.’’ Unfor-
tunately, rule 11 has not lived up to our 
expectations in curbing abusive law-
suits and, in fact, has been recently 
watered down. 

This legislation is intended to force 
judges to punish lawyers or litigants 
who file or pursue cases which the 
judge regards as frivolous. Judges 
would be required to impose sanctions 
when they find frivolous suits, thereby, 
taking away their discretion. This step 
needs to be taken because judges have 
been reluctant to impose sanctions on 
fellow attorneys. It has always been 
difficult to get any group to discipline 
their colleagues, where it is doctors, 
lawyers or realtors. That is why we 
must force judges to impose sanctions 
when frivolous case are filed. 

Frivolous lawsuits are a terrible 
drain on the competitiveness of our Na-
tion. We must provide those who want 

to fight these frivolous suits rather 
than settle them the power to go after 
the perpetrators. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation.∑ 

By Mr. HATFIELD. 
S. 713. A bill to amend the Employee 

Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to provide that the preemption 
provisions shall not apply to certain 
State of Oregon laws applicable to 
health plans; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

UNIVERSAL ACCESS AND THE OREGON HEALTH 
PLAN 

∑ Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, dur-
ing the 1989 and 1991 legislative ses-
sions, Oregon’s Legislature passed a 
comprehensive health care reform pro-
posal known as the Oregon Health 
Plan. The Oregon Health Plan consists 
of four major reform packages. First, 
the Medicaid expansion which received 
a Federal waiver and has provided an 
additional 100,000 Oregonians with 
basic health care since it was imple-
mented in February 1994. Second, the 
high-risk insurance pool which covers 
Oregonians who are unable to obtain 
insurance coverage due to preexisting 
conditions or the exhaustion of their 
current benefits. Third, the small em-
ployer basic health plan which provides 
for a low-cost insurance plan for small 
businesses of 25 or fewer employees. 
And finally, the employer mandate 
which by 1998 will require all employ-
ers in Oregon to provide health benefits 
for their employees or to pay into a 
State pool which will then purchase in-
surance for uninsured employees. When 
fully implemented the Oregon Health 
Plan will provide near universal access 
to health care for all Oregonians. 

As my colleagues know, I have spo-
ken many times on this floor about the 
need to allow States to proceed with 
innovative health care reform pro-
posals. That is why I have joined with 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] 
in introducing the Health Partnership 
Act of 1995. The Congress’ failure to act 
on comprehensive national health care 
reform should not prevent innovative 
States like Oregon, Florida, Wash-
ington, Minnesota, and others from en-
acting their own health care reform 
proposals. 

Unfortunately, the Federal Govern-
ment has stymied these efforts in sev-
eral ways. It took Oregon two adminis-
trations and almost 3 years to get the 
approval necessary to move forward 
with the Oregon Medicaid expansion. 
The current waiver process at the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
is burdensome and at times overregu-
latory. 

Another major roadblock to State re-
form is the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act, otherwise known as 
ERISA. Due to the broad interpreta-
tion courts have given to the so-called 
ERISA preemption clause contained in 
section 514(a) of the act, which states 
that ERISA ‘‘shall supersede any and 
all State laws insofar as they may now 
or hereafter relate to any employee 
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benefit plan’’, States have been limited 
in enacting comprehensive reforms 
that attempt to provide universal ac-
cess to all their State’s citizens and to 
control costs throughout the entire in-
surance market. 

Mr. President, once again I find my-
self before this body asking for another 
waiver of Federal law to permit Oregon 
to go forward with reform that has 
been advanced by my State. This time 
it is to allow Oregon to implement the 
last part of the Oregon Health Plan— 
the employer mandate. 

Oregon’s employer mandate is a pay- 
or-play mandate—in other words, the 
State will tax employers who choose 
not to provide health benefits which 
will be defined by the State for their 
employees, and then provide health in-
surance to those uninsured employees 
through a State insurance pool. While 
the U.S. Supreme Court has not ruled 
that this kind of access mechanism 
violates the ERISA preemption clause, 
it is certainly subject to an ERISA 
challenge based on the premise that 
Oregon is trying to regulate self-in-
sured plans in a way that relates to 
employee benefit plans. 

Under the current ERISA statute, 
only Congress may statutorily grant 
ERISA waivers to States. At this time, 
only one State, Hawaii, has an ERISA 
exemption and that is only because Ha-
waii enacted its law before ERISA was 
enacted. Hawaii’s waiver has not been 
updated since it was granted 20 years 
ago. 

While Senator GRAHAM and I have 
proposed a mechanism for broad ERISA 
changes in our health care reform bill 
which will begin to address the ERISA 
roadblocks States face, I feel it is nec-
essary to introduce legislation which 
provides for a specific waiver of ERISA 
for the State of Oregon. I introduce it 
as a separate vehicle to underscore the 
point that one way or another, Oregon 
needs a green light from the Federal 
Government in order to fully imple-
ment the Oregon Health Plan. 

Of course, I understand the concern 
multi-State employers have about the 
prospect of administering fifty dif-
ferent health plans across the Nation. 
This is a valid concern which I hope we 
can accommodate as we continue to de-
bate the issue of ERISA reform further. 

Let me conclude by saying that I 
hope my colleagues will make note of 
this problem. Oregon is not the only 
State that is attempting to enact com-
prehensive health care reform and if 
the Supreme Court continues its broad 
application of ERISA, it is likely that 
the voices of other States will soon be 
heard. Comprehensive national reform 
may be dead for now, but let us not 
give up on the States to help us find 
the right answers and make health 
care available to all Americans.∑ 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 714. A bill to require the Attorney 
General to study and report to Con-
gress on means of controlling the flow 

of violent, sexually explicit, harassing, 
offensive, or otherwise unwanted mate-
rial in interactive telecommunications 
systems; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 
CHILD PROTECTION, USER EMPOWERMENT, AND 

FREE EXPRESSION IN INTERACTIVE MEDIA 
STUDY ACT 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a bill calling for a study by the 
Department of Justice, in consultation 
with the U.S. Department of Commerce 
on how we can empower parents and 
users of interactive telecommuni-
cations systems, such as the Internet, 
to control the material transmitted to 
them over those systems. We must find 
ways to do this that do not invite inva-
sions of privacy, lead to censorship of 
private online communications, and 
undercut important constitutional pro-
tections. 

Before legislating to impose Govern-
ment regulation on the content of com-
munications in this enormously com-
plex area, I feel we need more informa-
tion from law enforcement and tele-
communications experts. My bill calls 
for just such a fast-track study of this 
issue. 

There is no question that we are now 
living through a revolution in tele-
communications with cheaper, easier 
to use, and faster ways to commu-
nicate electronically with people with-
in our own homes and communities, 
and around the globe. 

A byproduct of this technical revolu-
tion is that supervising our children 
takes on a new dimension of responsi-
bility. Very young children are so 
adept with computers that they can sit 
at a keypad in front of a computer 
screen at home or at school and con-
nect to the outside world through the 
Internet or some other on-line service. 
Many of us are, thus, justifiably con-
cerned about the accessibility of ob-
scene and indecent materials on-line 
and the ability of parents to monitor 
and control the materials to which 
their children are exposed. But Govern-
ment regulation of the content of all 
computer and telephone communica-
tions, even private communications, in 
violation of the first amendment is not 
the answer—it is merely a knee-jerk 
response. 

Heavy-handed efforts by the Govern-
ment to regulate obscenity on inter-
active information services will only 
stifle the free flow of information, dis-
courage the robust development of new 
information services, and make users 
avoid using the system. 

The problem of policing the Internet 
is complex and involves many impor-
tant issues. We need to protect copy-
righted materials from illegal copying. 
We need to protect privacy. And we 
need to help parents protect their chil-
dren. Penalties imposed after the harm 
is done is not enough. We need to find 
technical means from stopping the 
harm before it happens. 

My bill calls for a study to address 
the legal and technical issues for em-
powering users to control the informa-

tion they receive over electronic inter-
active services. Instead of rushing to 
regulate the content of information 
services, we should encourage the de-
velopment of technology that gives 
parents and other consumers the abil-
ity to control the information that can 
be accessed over a modem. 

Empowering parents to manage what 
their kids access over the Internet with 
technology under their control is far 
preferable to some of the bills pending 
in Congress that would criminalize 
users or deputize information services 
providers as smut police. 

Let’s see what this study reveals be-
fore we start legislating in ways that 
could severely damage electronic com-
munications systems, sweep away im-
portant constitutional rights, and un-
dercut law enforcement at the same 
time. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 714 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. STUDY ON MEANS OF RESTRICTING 

ACCESS TO UNWANTED MATERIAL 
IN INTERACTIVE TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS SYSTEMS. 

(a) STUDY AND REPORT.—Not later than 150 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall complete a study 
and submit to the Committee on the Judici-
ary of the Senate and the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the House of Representatives a 
report containing— 

(1) an evaluation of whether current crimi-
nal laws governing the distribution of ob-
scenity over computer networks and the cre-
ation and distribution of child pornography 
by means of computers are fully enforceable 
in interactive media; 

(2) an assessment of the Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement resources that are 
currently available to enforce those laws; 

(3) an evaluation of the technical means 
available to— 

(A) enable parents to exercise control over 
the information that their children receive 
and enable other users to exercise control 
over the commercial and noncommercial in-
formation that they receive over interactive 
telecommunications systems so that they 
may avoid violent, sexually explicit, 
harassing, offensive, or otherwise unwanted 
material; and 

(B) promote the free flow of information 
consistent, with Constitutional values, in 
interactive media; and 

(4) recommendations to encourage the de-
velopment and deployment of technical 
means, including hardware and software, to 
enable parents to exercise control over the 
information that their children receive and 
enable other users to exercise control over 
the information that they receive over inter-
active telecommunications systems so that 
they may avoid harassing, violent, sexually 
explicit, harassing, offensive, or otherwise 
unwanted material. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study and preparing the report under sub-
section (a), the Attorney General shall con-
sult with the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration of the De-
partment of Commerce.∑ 
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By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself, 

Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. HATCH): 
S. 715. A bill to provide for port-

ability of health insurance, guaranteed 
renewability, high risk pools, medical 
care savings accounts, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

HEALTH INSURANCE PORTABILITY AND 
GUARANTEED RENEWABILITY ACT 

∑ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Health Insur-
ance Portability and Guaranteed Re-
newability Act of 1995. I am pleased to 
be joined by Senators INHOFE and 
HATCH an introducing this important 
legislation. 

President Clinton, in his 1993 joint 
session address, said that ‘‘Millions of 
Americans are just a pink slip away 
from losing their health insurance, and 
one serious illness away from losing all 
their savings.’’ 

While the President’s statement was 
right, his prescription for reform—as 
the American people told us in no un-
certain terms—was dead wrong. We 
must find a way to give Americans 
greater health security without turn-
ing the whole system over to the Fed-
eral Government, as the President had 
proposed. We must address the public’s 
insecurities regarding their health in-
surance while preserving what works in 
the American health care system and 
allowing the free market to work. 

That is why I am today introducing 
the Health Insurance Portability and 
Guaranteed Renewability Act of 1995. 
This is a bill which I am confident will 
go a long way toward accomplishing 
these goals. 

First, our bill would eliminate job 
lock by guaranteeing that people who 
change jobs will be covered by their 
new employer’s plan without regard to 
preexisting medical conditions. 

It will expand COBRA to provide for 
continuation of coverage for all indi-
viduals employed by firms of two or 
more employees, and extends COBRA 
coverage from 18 to 36 months. There-
fore, employees losing their jobs will 
have the opportunity to continue their 
health coverage for an additional 18 
months under their current plan. 
Present COBRA law benefits only those 
employers with more than 20 employ-
ees. 

It will help control health costs by 
changing the tax law to allow tax-free 
medical savings accounts. Empirical 
evidence demonstrates that medical 
saving accounts can control costs and 
promote wellness without jeopardizing 
quality of care. Money saved in such 
accounts by employees can be used to 
pay COBRA premiums, if needed. 

It will provide a safety net for people 
who cannot qualify for health insur-
ance by giving them access to health 
insurance through high-risk pools. 

Finally, it will prevent insurance 
companies from singling out any indi-
vidual or small group for rate increases 
or cancellation based on claims experi-
ence. 

I believe this bill goes a long way to-
ward giving the American people what 

they want—greater health security 
without a Big Government takeover of 
our Nation’s health care system. The 
fact that it can be implemented with-
out new taxes, and without adding to 
the deficit, is further reason that the 
Health Insurance Portability and Guar-
anteed Renewability Act of 1995 should 
be enacted without delay.∑ 

By Mr. GRAHAM: 
S. 716. A bill to amend the Social Se-

curity Act to provide for criminal pen-
alties for acts involving Medicare or 
State health care programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

HEALTH REFORM ENHANCEMENT ACT 
∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation to clarify that States 
which already use, or which seek to 
utilize, Medicaid dollars to pay private 
health insurance premiums would be 
allowed to do so. 

Unfortunately, a recent interpreta-
tion of the anti-kickback statute by 
the Department of Justice and the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices has placed at risk innovative Gov-
ernment programs that attempt to 
channel Medicaid and Medicare dollars 
through the private sector through 
mechanisms such as the purchase of 
health insurance policies or the pay-
ment for managed care. That interpre-
tation, which could apply the anti- 
kickback statute to insurance agent 
commissions, came as part of Florida’s 
waiver request for a Medicaid dem-
onstration project. Such an interpreta-
tion ignores the fact that insurance 
agents are an integral part of any sys-
tem relying in whole or in part on pri-
vate health insurance coverage. 

In the State’s submission of its Flor-
ida Health Security [FHS] waiver on 
February 9, 1994, the proposal would—if 
enacted—provide 1.1 million additional 
Floridians with insurance coverage up 
to 250 percent of the poverty level. FHS 
participants would buy a standard ben-
efit package offered through a commu-
nity health purchasing alliance and re-
ceive, according to their income, a pre-
mium discount to make the package 
affordable. 

Florida’s proposal is innovative but 
in many ways simple. As the State has 
explained in its proposal, 

Through the managed competition system 
developed in Florida and improved program 
management, the [State] expects to reduce 
the cost of health care, thereby increasing 
the funds available for subsidizing insurance 
for Florida’s uninsured. The net result of 
this arrangement will be lower health care 
costs overall in the State and greater access 
to health care for a significant portion of 
Florida’s currently uninsured residents. 

Through the community health pur-
chasing alliances established by the 
State, private sector small businesses 
are already seeing reductions in their 
health premiums of between 10 to 50 
percent across the State. The State 
would like to see its Medicaid Program 
and other small businesses achieve 
similar results. 

On September 14, 1994, after 7 months 
of negotiations with the Department of 

Health and Human Services and the 
Department of Justice, the Federal 
Government granted a conditional 
waiver approval to allow Florida to im-
plement the State’s proposed reforms. 
By granting this important request, 
Florida would be allowed to use Med-
icaid funds to provide insurance pre-
mium discounts to working, uninsured 
Floridians traditionally ineligible for 
Medicaid. 

As a result, despite the Federal Gov-
ernment’s failure to move toward the 
goals of health reform such as in-
creased access, cost containment and 
quality, Florida could do so through 
Florida health security. 

First and foremost, let me reempha-
size that this waiver program would 
allow an additional 1.1 million Florid-
ians obtain health insurance cov-
erage—thereby reducing the State’s 
uninsured rate by over 40 percent. 
Moreover, of the 2.7 million Floridians 
presently without health insurance, 1 
million are children. With the plan’s 
requirement that 80 percent of the en-
rollment spaces be reserved for lower- 
income, uninsured families, children 
will disproportionately benefit from 
this initiative. 

In addition, this waiver would elimi-
nate the all-or-none approach of Med-
icaid by creating a sliding scale of con-
tributions for those above the Medicaid 
poverty threshold and up to 250 percent 
of poverty. At present, Medicaid’s all- 
or-none approach creates the perverse 
incentive of encouraging people to re-
main unemployed and in poverty in 
order to continue to have health care 
coverage. Florida’s approach would 
clearly help get people off welfare and 
be a much fairer system than what we 
have now. 

The waiver also allows Florida and 
the Federal Government better control 
over the costs of the Medicaid Pro-
gram. Since 1982, Florida’s Medicaid 
Program has increased from $1 billion 
to $7 billion. From 1990 through 1993, 
Florida saw its Medicaid budget expand 
by 30, 26, and 19 percent, respectively. 
Instead, over the 5-year period of Flor-
ida’s waiver program, costs would be 
controlled and managed through the 
increased use of case management and 
managed care in the private sector. 
Through these savings, the State and 
the Federal Government will be able to 
provide coverage to over 1 million pre-
viously uninsured Floridians without 
spending additional revenue. 

In short, Florida’s Health Security 
Program would expand access and 
health coverage without raising taxes, 
control costs and break the categorical 
link between health care and welfare. 

To implement this program, Florida 
Health Security will utilize the already 
successfully established community 
health purchasing alliances, which 
have reduced premiums for partici-
pating small businesses by 10 to 50 per-
cent 
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this year. As a result of this, private 
health plans and insurance agents will 
be integrally involved in the Florida 
Health Security Program. 

In fact, under Florida Health Secu-
rity, accountable health partnerships 
would submit bids on premium rates 
for the standard benefit plan, with a 
portion of the premium to be paid by 
Medicaid. Insurance agents would be 
directly involved in the process due to 
the fact that they are an integral part 
of this process. The alternative would 
be to employ a statewide force of State 
workers to provide such enrollment 
services, which would be wasteful and 
inefficient in comparison such agents 
are already trained and available in all 
areas across the State. 

Unfortunately, HHS and the Depart-
ment of Justice have expressed concern 
that payments to insurance agents by 
accountable health plans might violate 
the Social Security anti-kickback stat-
ute. Clearly, the 1977 anti-kickback 
statute was not intended or even con-
templated to apply to programs like 
Florida’s demonstration project. 

In fact, there are already numerous 
and widespread examples of Medicare 
and Medicaid funds being used for the 
payment, directly or indirectly, to in-
surance agents. These include Medicaid 
revisions in the Family Support Act of 
1988, which creates a Medicaid wrap- 
around option allowing States to use 
Medicaid funds to pay a family’s ex-
penses for premiums, deductibles and 
coinsurance for any health care cov-
erage offered by the employer. 

As the State argued while pursuing 
the waiver, since insurance companies 
use insurance agents, the purchase of 
insurance and the payment of pre-
miums of necessity results in the pay-
ment of a commission to an insurance 
agent. This is also true when Medicaid 
funds health maintenance organiza-
tions [HMO’s], the Medicare Risk Pro-
gram and various State plans relating 
to areas such as the enrollment of Med-
icaid eligibles in group health plans. 

Through the section 1115 Medicaid 
demonstration project waiver process, 
Florida is attempting, for the first 
time, to use Medicaid funds to pur-
chase private health insurance on a 
wide scale. However, by mistakenly ap-
plying the anti-kickback statute be-
yond its intended scope to insurance 
agent commissions, the Departments of 
Justice and Health and Human Serv-
ices would effectively and radically 
alter the demonstration. As noted be-
fore, insurance agents are an integral 
part of the existing health insurance 
system and our critical to the imple-
mentation of Florida’s Health Security 
Program. 

As a result, this legislation focuses 
narrowly on clarifying that the 1977 
anti-kickback statute would not un-
necessarily be applied to Medicaid 
demonstration projects and Medicaid 
managed care programs, which were 
initiatives that were not anticipated in 
the original adoption of the statute. 
Failure to adopt this language, with 

Justice’s and HHS’s present interpreta-
tion of the statute, could very well 
jeopardize every State or Federal 
health plan which already uses, or 
which seeks to use, Federal moneys to 
fund private health insurance coverage. 

Through either payments to employ-
ers or directly to individuals, many 
States have Medicaid programs that 
buy private insurance policies and 
thereby result in the payment of insur-
ance agent commissions. States such 
as Oregon, California, Vermont, Kan-
sas, Kentucky, South Carolina, Massa-
chusetts, Missouri, Iowa, Virginia, 
Ohio, and New Jersey have such ar-
rangements and do not withhold pay-
ment for commissions or limit the 
commissions which can be paid. These 
innovative Medicaid programs and 
Medicare risk contracts could all be 
jeopardized without language clari-
fying the intent of the anti-kickback 
statute. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 716 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR ACTS IN-

VOLVING MEDICARE OR STATE 
HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS. 

Section 1128B(b)(3) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7b(b)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (D); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (E) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(F)(i) any premium payment made to a 
health insurer or health maintenance organi-
zation by a State agency in connection with 
a demonstration project operated under the 
State medicaid program pursuant to section 
1115 respect to individuals participating in 
such project; or 

‘‘(ii) any payment made by a health in-
surer or a health maintenance organization 
to a sales representative or a licensed insur-
ance agent for the purpose of servicing, mar-
keting, or enrolling individuals participating 
in such demonstration project in a health 
plan offered by such an insurer or organiza-
tion.’’.∑ 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER): 

S. 717. A bill to extend the period of 
issuance of Medicare select policies for 
12 months, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

HEALTH CARE LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation with Senators PRYOR 
and ROCKEFELLER to extend the reau-
thorization of the Medicare Select Pro-
gram from July 1, 1995, to July 1, 1996. 
Florida is one of the 15 States origi-
nally authorized to participate in the 
program and more than 20,000 people in 
Florida were participating in Medicare 
select by the end of 1994. 

Medicare select has created a more 
uniform and understandable set of poli-

cies for seniors to choose from in the 
Medicare supplemental market. As the 
August 1994 article entitled ‘‘Filling 
the Gaps in Medicare’’ in Consumer Re-
ports said. 

The law has had positive effects. It elimi-
nated the bewildering variety of benefits 
that insurance companies had been selling. 
It made agents wary of selling a prospect 
more than one Medicare-supplement policy, 
a useless and costly duplication of coverage. 

The Blue Cross Blue Shield of Flor-
ida’s select policy ranks among the 
best values in the Nation. 

However, the expiration date is 
quickly approaching for this dem-
onstration program. Florida Blue Cross 
Blue Shield would have preferred the 
program to have already been extended 
by April 1, 1995, so that Florida’s Medi-
care beneficiaries and providers could 
have avoided any disruption in the pro-
gram. That date has passed. In fact, if 
not extended shortly, health plans and 
providers will have to prepare to close 
the program to new Medicare enrollees 
on June 30. The consequences would be 
to significantly increase premiums for 
current Medicare select enrollees and 
could lead to deterioration of networks 
as providers choose to leave the expired 
program. 

In S. 308, the Health Partnership Act, 
that I introduced with Senator HAT-
FIELD on February 1, 1995, our legisla-
tion would have made the program per-
manent and expanded the program to 
all 50 States. I no longer believe this is 
possible in time to prevent disruption 
to plans. Although the House passed a 
version to extend the program for 5 
years with an accompanying study to 
determine whether the program results 
in savings to enrollees, reduces expend-
itures in the Medicare Program, and 
impacts access to and quality of care, 
Senate review of the program could not 
take place quickly enough to prevent 
disruption in the 15 States. 

Moreover, a study of the items called 
for by the House is already being con-
ducted by the Health Care Financing 
Administration through the Research 
Triangle Institute. Rather than com-
missioning yet another analysis of 
Medicare select, wasting the money al-
ready being spent to study the program 
and waiting another 3 years to make 
potential improvements in the pro-
gram, it would be better to imme-
diately move forward with a 1-year re-
authorization of the program. In the 
meantime, Congress should consider 
improvements to Medicare select based 
upon the forthcoming study and other 
information we will receive. At that 
time, Congress should extend the pro-
gram to all 50 States. 

During the next year, there are many 
questions we should be asking of this 
program. For one, what impact is this 
program having on Medicare? More-
over, there have been questions raised 
as to the rating methods used to price 
and sell these products. According to 
Consumer Reports, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S07AP5.REC S07AP5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5551 April 7, 1995 
Unless state regulations outlaw attained- 

age pricing or national health reform makes 
community rating mandatory for Medicare- 
supplement policies . . . attained-age pricing 
will take over the marketplace, with serious 
consequences to the oldest policyholders. 

This is something both Congress and 
the States should be reviewing. 

As a result, Mr. President, I urge ur-
gent and immediate consideration of 
this legislation by the Senate and ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 717 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. 12-MONTH EXTENSION OF PERIOD 

FOR ISSUANCE OF MEDICARE SE-
LECT POLICIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4358(c) of the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 1320c–3 note) is amended by striking 
‘‘31⁄2-year’’ and inserting ‘‘54-month’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.∑ 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself 
and Mr. D’AMATO): 

S. 718. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to establish an Environmental 
Financial Advisory Board and Environ-
mental Finance Centers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FINANCE ACT 
∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and Senator D’AMATO, 
I introduce the Environmental Finance 
Act of 1995. This bill will make perma-
nent the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Environmental Financial Ad-
visory Board. 

As my colleagues are well aware, 
Congress has appropriated billions of 
dollars in the last 20 years for environ-
mental improvements. While great 
progress has been made, much remains 
to be done. Over the last several years 
the EPA has produced significant data 
showing a shortfall between the need 
for environmental infrastructure and 
the resources available to meet that 
need. 

Environmental problems are some of 
the more compelling, complex, and 
controversial issues confronting the 
more than 83,000 local governments in 
the United States. Government offi-
cials are increasingly held liable for 
violations of environmental statutes, 
and have to finance environmental re-
quirements imposed from Washington. 
Reporting requirements are increasing 
not only in frequency but in technical 
difficulty. 

With this burden now falling heavily 
on State and local governments, new 
means to pay for environmental serv-
ices and infrastructure must be found. 
This is imperative if we are to main-
tain and build upon the significant en-
vironmental gains made thus far. 

In 1989, the Environmental Financial 
Advisory Board [EFAB] was created for 

the reasons I have just described. Over 
the last 4 years, the EFAB has provided 
advice and analysis to the EPA on how 
to pay for environmental protection 
and leverage public and private re-
sources. The EFAB was initially a com-
mittee of the National Advisory Coun-
cil for Environmental Technology Pol-
icy, and in 1991 it became an inde-
pendent advisory board consistent with 
the requirements of the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act. 

The EFAB has been assigned the role 
of providing advice on environmental 
financing. Its objectives include the 
following: Reducing the cost of financ-
ing environmental facilities and dis-
couraging pollution; creating incen-
tives to increase private investment in 
the provision of environmental serv-
ices; removing or reducing constraints 
on private involvement in environ-
mental financing; identifying ap-
proaches specifically targeted to small 
community financing; assessing gov-
ernment strategies for implementing 
public-private partnerships; and re-
viewing governmental principles of ac-
counting and disclosure standards for 
their effect on environmental pro-
grams. 

The EFAB charter terminated on 
February 25, 1993. I am greatly pleased 
that EPA has initiated a renewal of the 
EFAB charter. It is, indeed, the inten-
tion of this legislation to help the EPA 
by creating in statute this most wor-
thy program. Former EPA Adminis-
trator William K. Reilly testified be-
fore the House Appropriations Com-
mittee in 1991 and expressed his hope 
that the EFAB would eventually be-
come for the financing field what the 
Science Advisory Board has become to 
the field of environmental science. I 
share his determination. 

Mr. President, my legislation also 
will establish Environmental Finance 
Centers at universities throughout the 
country. This legislation will establish 
environmental finance centers in each 
of the 10 Federal regions. These perma-
nent centers will be effective vehicles 
for the promotion of innovative financ-
ing techniques. Currently, two pilot en-
vironmental finance centers at the 
Universities of New Mexico and Mary-
land promote new financing options by 
providing training to State and local 
officials, distributing publications, giv-
ing technical assistance targeted to 
local needs, and hosting meetings and 
workshops for State and local officials. 
These centers will work in conjunction 
with the EFAB to help States build 
their capacity to protect the environ-
ment. The Environmental Finance Cen-
ters are initially to be partially funded 
through Federal grants, with the goal 
that they eventually will become self- 
sufficient. 

In my own State, Syracuse Univer-
sity’s Maxwell School of Citizenship 
and Public Affairs, drawing on the tal-
ents Syracuse’s Schools of Engineering 
and Law, and the State University of 
New York’s School of Forestry, is the 
EPA’s Region II Environmental Fi-

nance Center. The Maxwell School 
ranks among the country’s finest insti-
tutions; its applied research centers in 
public finance, metropolitan studies, 
and technology and information policy 
are ranked among the nation’s top 
three such centers. The Metropolitan 
Studies Program is a national leader in 
examining a broad range of issues in-
volving regional economic development 
and public finance in the United 
States. 

The Maxwell School has established a 
Center for Environmental Policy and 
Administration in which analysis of 
environmental issues, such as those en-
visioned for the EFAB and the regional 
Environmental Finance Centers, will 
play a major role. In addition, the Syr-
acuse Law School is establishing an en-
vironmental law center that will com-
plement the Finance Center. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 718 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Environ-
mental Finance Act of 1995’’. 

SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to require— 
(1)(A) the Administrator of the Environ-

mental Protection Agency to establish an 
Environmental Financial Advisory Board to 
provide expert advice and recommendations 
to Congress and the Administrator on issues, 
trends, options, innovations, and tax matters 
affecting the cost and financing of environ-
mental protection by State and local govern-
ments; and 

(B) the Board to study methods to— 
(i) lower costs of environmental infrastruc-

ture and services; 
(ii) increase investment in public and pri-

vate environmental infrastructure; and 
(iii) build State and local capacity to plan 

and pay for environmental infrastructure 
and services; and 

(2)(A) the Administrator to establish and 
support Environmental Finance Centers in 
institutions of higher education; 

(B) the Centers to carry out activities to 
improve the capability of State and local 
governments to manage environmental pro-
grams; and 

(C) the Administrator to provide Federal 
funding to the Centers, with a goal that the 
Centers will eventually become financially 
self-sufficient. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the 
Environmental Financial Advisory Board es-
tablished under section 4. 

(3) CENTER.—The term ‘‘Center’’ means an 
Environmental Finance Center established 
under section 5. 

SEC. 4. ENVIRONMENTAL FINANCIAL ADVISORY 
BOARD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
establish an Environmental Financial Advi-
sory Board to provide expert advice on issues 
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affecting the costs and financing of environ-
mental activities at the Federal, State, and 
local levels. The Board shall report to the 
Administrator, and shall make the services 
and expertise of the Board available to Con-
gress. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall consist of 

35 members appointed by the Administrator. 
(2) TERMS.—A member of the Board shall 

serve for a term of 2 years, except that 20 of 
the members initially appointed to the 
Board shall serve for a term of 1 year. 

(3) QUALIFICATIONS.—The members of the 
Board shall be individuals with expertise in 
financial matters and shall be chosen from 
among elected officials and representatives 
of national trade and environmental organi-
zations, the financial, banking, and legal 
communities, business and industry, and 
academia. 

(4) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.— 
The members of the Board shall elect a 
Chairperson and Vice Chairperson, who shall 
each serve a term of 2 years. 

(c) DUTIES.—After establishing appropriate 
rules and procedures for the operations of 
the Board, the Board shall— 

(1) work with the Science Advisory Board, 
established by section 8 of the Environ-
mental Research, Development, and Dem-
onstration Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 4365), to 
identify and develop methods to integrate 
risk and finance considerations into environ-
mental decisionmaking; 

(2) identify and examine strategies to en-
hance environmental protection in urban 
areas, reduce disproportionate risks facing 
urban communities, and promote economic 
revitalization and environmentally sustain-
able development; 

(3) develop and recommend initiatives to 
expand opportunities for the export of 
United States financial services and environ-
mental technologies; 

(4) develop alternative financing mecha-
nisms to assist State and local governments 
in paying for environmental programs; 

(5) develop alternative financing mecha-
nisms and strategies to meet the unique 
needs of small and economically disadvan-
taged communities; and 

(6) undertake such other activities as the 
Board determines will further the purpose of 
this Act. 

(d) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Board may 
recommend to Congress and the Adminis-
trator legislative and policy initiatives to 
make financing for environmental protec-
tion more available and less costly. 

(e) OPEN MEETINGS.—The Board shall hold 
open meetings and seek input from the pub-
lic and other interested parties in accord-
ance with the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. App.) and shall otherwise be 
subject to the Act. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $1,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000. 
SEC. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL FINANCE CENTERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
establish and support an Environmental Fi-
nance Center in an institution of higher edu-
cation in each of the regions of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

(b) DUTIES AND POWERS.—A Center shall co-
ordinate the activities of the Center with the 
Board and may— 

(1) provide on-site and off-site training of 
State and local officials; 

(2) publish newsletters, course materials, 
proceedings, and other publications relating 
to financing of environmental infrastruc-
ture; 

(3) initiate and conduct conferences, semi-
nars, and advisory panels on specific finan-

cial issues relating to environmental pro-
grams and projects; 

(4) establish electronic database and con-
tact services to disseminate information to 
public entities on financing alternatives for 
State and local environmental programs; 

(5) generate case studies and special re-
ports; 

(6) develop inventories and surveys of fi-
nancial issues and needs of State and local 
governments; 

(7) identify financial programs, initiatives, 
and alternative financing mechanisms for 
training purposes; 

(8) hold public meetings on finance issues; 
and 

(9) collaborate with another Center on 
projects and exchange information. 

(c) GRANTS.—The Administrator may make 
grants to institutions of higher education to 
carry out this section. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,500,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1996 through 2000.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 277 

At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
277, a bill to impose comprehensive 
economic sanctions against Iran. 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, his 
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
S. 277, supra. 

S. 328 

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
328, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to provide for an optional provision for 
the reduction of work-related vehicle 
trips and miles traveled in ozone non-
attainment areas designated as severe, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 384 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
384, a bill to require a report on United 
States support for Mexico during its 
debt crisis, and for other purposes. 

S. 394 

At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. DOMENICI] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 394, a bill to clarify the liabil-
ity of banking and lending agencies, 
lenders, and fiduciaries, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 457 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 457, a bill to amend the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to update 
references in the classification of chil-
dren for purposes of United States im-
migration laws. 

S. 508 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 508, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to modify certain 
provisions relating to the treatment of 
forestry activities. 

S. 584 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 

of the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 584, a bill to authorize the 
award of the Purple Heart to persons 
who were prisoners of war on or before 
April 25, 1962. 

S. 641 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HARKIN], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], 
and the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. DASCHLE] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 641, a bill to reauthorize the 
Ryan White CARE Act of 1990, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 704 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
704, a bill to establish the Gambling 
Impact Study Commission. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 26 
At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 26, 
a joint resolution designating April 9, 
1995, and April 9, 1996, as ‘‘National 
Former Prisoner of War Recognition 
Day.’’ 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 32 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
DEWINE] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 32, a joint res-
olution expressing the concern of the 
Congress regarding certain recent re-
marks that unfairly and inaccurately 
maligned the integrity of the Nation’s 
law enforcement officers. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 109—EX-
TENDING THE APPRECIATION 
AND GRATITUDE OF THE U.S. 
SENATE TO SENATOR ROBERT C. 
BYRD 

Mr. DASCHLE (for himself and Mr. 
DOLE) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 109 
Whereas Senator Robert C. Byrd on Fri-

day, March 21, 1980, delivered on the floor of 
the Senate, an extemporaneous address on 
the history, customs, and traditions of the 
Senate; 

Whereas on the following Friday, March 28, 
1980, the Senator delivered a second, and 
once more spontaneous, installment of his 
chronicle on the Senate; 

Whereas the first 2 speeches generated 
such intense interest that several Senators 
and others asked Senator Byrd to continue 
the speeches, particularly in anticipation of 
the forthcoming bicentennial of the Senate 
in 1989; 

Whereas over the following decade Senator 
Byrd delivered 100 additional addresses on 
various aspects of the political and institu-
tional history of the Senate; 

Whereas in anticipation of commemo-
rating the 200th anniversary of the Senate, 
Congress in 1987 authorized publication of 
the 
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addresses in suitable illustrated book-length 
editions; 

Whereas between 1988 and 1994, Senator 
Byrd meticulously supervised preparation of 
4 volumes, including a 39 chapter chrono-
logical history, a 28 chapter topical history, 
a compilation of 46 classic Senate speeches, 
and a 700 page volume of historical statis-
tics; 

Whereas volumes in the series have re-
ceived national awards for distinction from 
organizations such as the American Library 
Association and the Society for History in 
the Federal Government; 

Whereas the 4 volume work, entitled ‘‘The 
History of the United States Senate’’, is the 
most comprehensive history of the Senate 
that has been written and published; 

Whereas Senator Byrd has devoted tireless 
energy and tremendous effort to the prepara-
tion and publication of the historical books, 
enabling citizens of the United States to bet-
ter understand the history, traditions, and 
uniqueness of the Senate; and 

Whereas a better understanding by people 
of the Senate and the role of the Senate in 
our constitutional system of government 
will foster respect and appreciation for the 
democratic traditions of the United States: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
extends congratulations and appreciation to 
Senator Robert C. Byrd for completing ‘‘The 
History of the United States Senate’’, a mon-
umental achievement that will educate and 
inspire citizens of the United States about 
the Senate for generations to come. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND 
FAMILY POLICY 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Social Security and 
Family Policy of the Finance Com-
mittee be permitted to meet on Friday, 
April 7, 1995, beginning at 9:30 a.m. in 
room SD–215, to conduct a hearing on 
1995 Board of Trustees annual report of 
the Social Security and disability trust 
funds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA 

∑ Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleagues who have ex-
pressed their congratulations to our 
counterparts in the House who this 
week completed work on the ‘‘Contract 
With America.’’ 

In the past few days, Mr. President, I 
have heard some powerful and stirring 
remarks from the other side about the 
nature of the ‘‘Contract With Amer-
ica.’’ I have heard allegations that Re-
publicans are plotting to break ketch-
up bottles over children’s heads, to 
snatch their school lunches from their 
grasping mouths, and to send the sen-
iors of America into the streets to for-
age from garbage cans. 

Of course, this is an attempt to cast 
a judgment on the substance of the leg-
islation that was brought forth under 
the contract. I would instead prefer to 

focus my remarks on what I consider 
to be the real point of the contract, 
which was a commitment by newly 
elected leaders to—hold on to your 
hats—to keep their campaign promises. 

Small wonder that this effort has 
produced so much discomfiture and 
fury on the other side. I remember a 
Presidential election in 1992, in which a 
Democratic Presidential candidate 
campaigned against the Bush policy in 
China, against the Bush policy in Bos-
nia, promised massive tax cuts—then 
delivered unprecedented tax in-
creases—and on and on and on. And 
this is, to the mindset of the other 
side, what ‘‘responsibility’’ is all about. 
You don’t keep your campaign prom-
ises, because it would be ‘‘irrespon-
sible’’ to do so. 

My view is rather quite different. My 
view of responsibility is that, while 
campaigning, one only makes promises 
that one intends to keep. But appar-
ently it is a novel idea in Washington, 
and is described by phrases such as 
‘‘pandering’’ and ‘‘irresponsibility.’’ 

Now also, before discussing the sub-
stance of the contract itself, let me 
also commend by House colleagues for 
adhering to the principle that, whether 
or not the votes were there to pass 
these items, these matters should be 
brought forth for a vote. That was the 
real point of the contract—to bring 
matters up for a vote. 

I need not tell American citizens why 
that is so important, but I would like 
to refresh my colleagues’ under-
standing of that point. The point is 
simply that the American public has a 
right to know where its representatives 
truly stand on these issues. That is a 
fundamental responsibility of rep-
resentative democracy. 

This principle should be supported by 
all legislators, whether or not they 
agreed with all of the substantive con-
tent of the ‘‘contract.’’ Clearly, these 
were matters of importance to the 
American people. Many legislators—on 
both sides of the aisle—have run for of-
fice claiming that they supported such 
measures. They would say that they fa-
vored balanced budgets, favored the 
line-item veto, favored term limits, fa-
vored holding Congress accountable to 
the laws that it passed—and yet these 
measures were never passed. Those who 
voted for these legislators had a right 
to know who really favored these meas-
ures and who did not. 

I think it is a measure of how truly 
‘‘out of touch’’ Washington has become 
if the definition of ‘‘responsibility’’ has 
become—‘‘refusing to vote on matters 
of importance to the American peo-
ple.’’ What House Republicans have ac-
complished, essentially, is to dem-
onstrate that they believed that Amer-
icans did have a right to know where 
their legislators really stood, instead 
of Congress’ engaging in the age-old 
practice of refusing to bring matters to 
a vote simply because it was feared 
they would pass. That is not my idea of 
representative democracy—gimmick-
ing the system to avoid having to cast 

a politically unpopular vote. And we 
saw a terrible lot of that in the House 
for 40 years. 

Finally, I would like to address the 
rather silly charge that the ‘‘Contract 
With America’’ was a special boon for 
rich Americans only. 

If we run down the various items of 
the contract—and I do not support 
every single one of them—we see sev-
eral measures that have nothing to do 
with being ‘‘rich’’ or ‘‘poor.’’ We simply 
see measures designed to give Wash-
ington some long-overdue account-
ability to the people we represent. 

For instance—the Congressional Ac-
countability Act. I do not understand 
why it would be catering to the ‘‘rich’’ 
to make Congress accountable to the 
laws that it passes. 

Nor do I understand why a halt to un-
funded Federal mandates is a special 
benefit for ‘‘the rich.’’ It is an irrele-
vant, nonsensical argument to say that 
somehow it is the height of egali-
tarianism for Washington to send end-
less unfunded mandates on to the 
States. 

The balanced budget amendment; 
there’s another one. Simply the propo-
sition that Government should live 
within its means. I would be very curi-
ous to know what tenet of economic 
theory holds that it is necessary for 
Government to go into hundreds of bil-
lions in debt every year in order to 
treat ‘‘rich’’ and ‘‘poor’’ appropriately. 

Even many of the attacks on the pro-
posed tax cuts struck me as disingen-
uous, at times even hypocritical. Many 
Congressmen and Senators waxed elo-
quent about how unfair it was to give 
any sort of tax break to the ‘‘rich,’’ but 
when it comes to shelling out billions 
in Federal entitlement benefits to the 
‘‘rich,’’ they are strangely silent. If it 
is unjust to have any sort of tax relief 
affecting anyone of means, please ex-
plain to me why a billionaire should 
get a full Social Security COLA, or to 
have 75 percent of his Medicare part B 
premium paid by the taxpayer. If you 
want to know where we have really in-
dulged the ‘‘rich,’’ it’s not through the 
Tax Code. It’s through Government 
spending. 

So this was never about ‘‘rich’’ 
versus ‘‘poor.’’ It was about big Gov-
ernment versus small Government. 

In the end, Mr. President, many of 
the attacks on the Republican legisla-
tive effort are nothing more than the 
same shopworn, trite, ridiculous rhet-
oric of class warfare that got us into 
this spending nightmare, and most as-
suredly will not get us out. 

We will hear much more of it in the 
weeks to come. 

When we attempt to hold the growth 
of Government spending to a reason-
able level—not to cut it, but just to re-
strain its growth—we will hear how we 
are ‘‘cutting’’ and ‘‘slashing’’ and so 
forth. 

I just cannot believe—and I say this 
in all earnestness to my Democratic 
colleagues and their pollsters—that the 
American people will swallow that one. 
I remember those charges during the 
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Reagan years. Last I looked, we had a 
Federal budget of, now, $1.6 trillion. 
Doesn’t look like a lot of ‘‘slashing’’ 
and ‘‘cutting’’ to me. Does anyone seri-
ously believe that the American public 
will buy the notion that we are tearing 
spending to ribbons when we have a 
Federal budget of $1.6 trillion? Some-
thing just doesn’t add up there. 

The reality is that we have programs 
like Head Start that are going up 140 
percent over the course of 6 years—and 
the opposition comes down here, still, 
to charge that it is being torn apart by 
Republican budget cuts. 

It is a mode of argument that simply 
will not work anymore. There is simply 
too much clear evidence to the con-
trary. 

There is still much to do to bring our 
Government’s house into order. But by 
any measure, the first 100 days of this 
Congress have been a darn good start. 
We owe the House our rich congratula-
tions.∑ 

f 

SHORTSIGHTED RESCISSIONS 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the rescis-
sion bill approved by the Senate last 
night included a very short-sighted 
cut, which I strongly opposed. The bill 
we sent to conference with the House 
rescinds $93.5 million for the base re-
alignment and closure account for the 
1993 round of military facility closures, 
and another $10.6 million for the base 
realignment and closure account for 
the 1991 round of facility closures. 
These BRAC accounts provide the 
funds to close and realign military 
bases including, most urgently, to 
clean up an environmental contamina-
tion that the military services caused 
while they occupied those facilities. 

During consideration of the bill, I 
voted for the Mikulski amendment, 
which would have restored funds for 
cleanup of closing bases and funds for 
other important national programs. 
Now, I strongly encourage the con-
ference committee to restore these 
funds. 

When we voted for base closures over 
the last 5 years, we also committed to 
complete environmental restoration 
and remediation at those facilities 
quickly, in fact within a maximum of 5 
years from the time closure was ap-
proved. I consider that a solemn com-
mitment from us, and from President 
Clinton to the affected communities, 
which spent years as good neighbors to 
the military, providing all kinds of 
support. Each of those communities 
was serving our country with their sup-
port of local military facilities. The 
President and Department of Defense 
have tried to keep this commitment by 
requesting full funding for BRAC ac-
tivities. We appropriated most of what 
was asked for last year. It would be a 
mistake to rescind more funding. 

Mr. President, not only is it wrong to 
renege on the commitment we made to 
cleanup swiftly the military bases we 
have ordered to close, so that reuse 
there is possible. Underfunding this ac-

tivity by rescinding fiscal year 1995 
BRAC funds is also short-sighted. It’s 
probably not even penny-wise, but it is 
certainly pound-foolish. 

In many cases, Federal and State 
laws require this cleanup. At some 
bases, consent agreements now dictate 
specific cleanup activities and dead-
lines, the cost of which must be paid 
from the BRAC accounts. So BRAC re-
scissions are false savings. We still 
have to complete these environmental 
restoration activities. When we delay, 
it becomes more expensive, because the 
contamination in many cases gets 
worse. Soil and groundwater contami-
nation can spread. And if consent 
agreements are violated because of 
lack of funds, the Federal Facilities 
Compliance Act says the Federal Gov-
ernment may be subject to fines and 
penalties. 

The Governor of California, Pete Wil-
son, recently wrote to the Secretary of 
Defense on this subject, saying: 

The continued erosion of cleanup funding 
inevitably will threaten the health of armed 
services personnel and civilians who work at 
military bases where contamination is 
present. It will also exacerbate economic suf-
fering in communities that are struggling to 
redevelop closing bases. And, if the federal 
government will not meet its cleanup obliga-
tion, how can we expect private industry to 
do so? DOD is contractually obligated to 
seek sufficient funding to permit environ-
mental work to proceed according to the 
schedules contained in those agreements. 
California will not hesitate to assert its 
right under those agreements to seek fines, 
penalties and judicial orders compelling DOD 
to conduct required environmental work. 

The attorney general of Texas ex-
pressed similar sentiments in a letter 
to the Pentagon, saying: 

If, in other words, the DOD and the federal 
government do not comply with all applica-
ble cleanup laws, then other entities may 
begin to question why they should comply 
with cleanup laws. Hopefully, we have not 
reached the point of the federal government 
taking the position of ‘‘do as I say, and not 
as I do.’’ 

I would ask that the entire letter of 
January 25, 1995 from Governor Wilson 
to Secretary Perry, and the December 
29, 1994 letter from Attorney General 
Dan Morales to Under Secretary of De-
fense Sherri Wasserman Goodman be 
printed in the RECORD. 

SACRAMENTO, CA, 
January 25, 1995. 

Hon. WILLIAM PERRY, 
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY PERRY: I would like to 
express may deep concern about recent ac-
tions at the Department of Defense (DOD) 
and in Congress regarding cuts in funding for 
environmental restoration of military bases. 

The recent decision by Congress to cut $400 
million from the Defense Environmental 
Restoration Account (DERA) for FY95 con-
tinues a disturbing trend begun last year 
when Congress rescinded $507 million from 
the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Account. California was reassured that the 
BRAC recission would not affect environ-
mental work at closing military bases, but 
work was indeed scaled back at several Cali-
fornia military bases due to the cut. The 
DERA cut presumably means that DOD will 

seek to postpone or eliminate environmental 
work at operational military bases. 

At the same time, the DOD Comptroller 
has announced an additional $437 million in 
cuts for cleanup programs through FY97. 
Such actions can only encourage members of 
Congress who would like to redirect DOD en-
vironmental spending into more traditional 
defense programs. 

The continued erosion of cleanup funding 
inevitably will threaten the health of armed 
services personnel and civilians who work at 
military bases where contamination is 
present. It will also exacerbate economic suf-
fering in communities that are struggling to 
redevelop closing bases. And, if the federal 
government will not meet its cleanup obliga-
tion, how can we expect private industry to 
do so? 

California expects DOD to comply with the 
federal/state cleanup agreements it has 
signed at California military bases. DOD is 
contractually obligated to seek sufficient 
funding to permit environmental work to 
proceed according to the schedules contained 
in those agreements. California will not hesi-
tate to assert its right under those agree-
ments to seek fines, penalties and judicial 
orders compelling DOD to conduct required 
environmental work. 

I would be happy to work with you to 
strengthen support in Washington for full 
funding of DOD cleanup work. One way to re-
duce oversight costs would be to delist mili-
tary bases from the National Priorities List 
and give states the exclusive responsibility 
for overseeing base cleanups. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if I can be of assist-
ance in these areas. 

Sincerely, 
PETE WILSON. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Austin, TX, December 29, 1994. 

Re additional comments to the Defense envi-
ronmental response task force fiscal year 
1994 annual report to Congress. 

Ms. Sherri Wasserman Goodman, 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environ-

mental Security), Defense Pentagon, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR MS. GOODMAN: I continue to believe 
that much progress has been made in the 
cleanup program of the Department of De-
fense (‘‘DoD’’) as a result of the work done 
by you and your office. It is important, how-
ever, that the policies declared at the head-
quarters level continue to permeate down 
through the Services to the base or facility 
level. I am not quite sure at this point, in 
other words, that all of the policies and ef-
forts set forth at the headquarters level have 
been fully embraced or implemented at the 
facility level. 

Because of possible adverse effects on fu-
ture cleanups at closing bases, I am deeply 
concerned about recent action taken by the 
DoD Comptroller with regard to the DoD en-
vironmental remediation and compliance 
budget. I understand that the Comptroller 
desires to cut over a half-billion dollars from 
the DoD’s request for environmental cleanup 
and compliance. Not only would such a cut 
be short-sighted, I firmly believe that it 
would be unlawful if it is the case that all of 
the legal requirements facing the DoD could 
not be met (as a financial or budgeting mat-
ter) in accordance with Executive Order 12088 
(Federal Compliance with Pollution Control 
Standards (Oct. 10, 1978)) and the many fed-
eral facility and state cleanup agreements 
entered into in good faith by the DoD. While 
saving taxpayers’ money and ensuring mili-
tary readiness are surely critically impor-
tant objectives, the compliance by DoD with 
all applicable laws purposed at protecting 
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our citizens’ health and safety is also ex-
tremely important. Unfortunately, DoD ap-
pears to be sliding towards the purposeful 
disregard of its cleanup obligations. 

More fundamentally, I am perplexed that a 
certain element within DoD apparently does 
not believe that a safe and healthy work and 
living environment for our servicemen and 
women (and their families) is important for 
their well-being, as well as for our national 
security. Surely, the people who are respon-
sible for defending this country should be ac-
corded the same degree of protection from 
carcinogens and other hazardous substances 
accorded workers and their families in the 
private sector. 

Furthermore, I assume that the Comp-
troller does not intend for the DoD to shirk 
its responsibility to protect the health and 
safety of the communities surrounding de-
fense bases, especially if those communities 
consist of groups, such as Hispanics and Afri-
can-Americans, which have historically been 
the victims of environmental injustice. We 
cannot pull the ladder up on these groups by 
cutting the environmental cleanup and com-
pliance budget so soon after finally initi-
ating environmental justice efforts. 

Lastly, regarding the remediation funding 
issue, it is clear that if DoD does not take its 
cleanup responsibilities seriously enough to 
request adequate funding, then DoD will be 
sending the worst possible signal to the pri-
vate sector and the local and state govern-
ments facing similar cleanup responsibil-
ities. If, in other words, the DoD and the fed-
eral government do not comply with all ap-
plicable cleanup laws, then other entities 
may begin to question why they should com-
ply with cleanup laws. Hopefully, we have 
not reached the point of the federal govern-
ment taking the position of ‘‘do as I say, and 
not as I do.’’ 

Aside from comments regarding the DoD 
Comptroller budget cutting issue, I hereby 
submit additional comments to the 1994 De-
fense Environmental Response Task Force 
(‘‘DERTF’’) Annual Report to Congress: 

1. Future Land Use. Whether future land 
use should be a factor in determining if DoD 
property is contaminated, or to what stand-
ards the property must be cleaned up, are 
policy questions ultimately to be decided by 
Congress. Until Congress expressly decides, 
however, whether the consideration of future 
land use is appropriate in the cleanup con-
text, DoD must comply with all existing ap-
plicable requirements of the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (‘‘EPA’’) and the 
respective states in determining what con-
stitutes ‘‘all remedial action’’ necessary to 
protect the human health and environment. 
Thus, whether future land use is a legitimate 
or legal consideration in establishing appro-
priate cleanup levels currently depends upon 
whether the regulators allow such consider-
ation, either explicitly or implicitly. 

As my office has frequently stated during 
the DERTF proceedings, attempts to sub-
sidize economic redevelopment of bases by 
allowing the cleanup standards to be loos-
ened may be problematic in the long run for 
our communities, citizens, and base trans-
ferees, as well as short-sighted for DoD. It is 
still unclear to me whether the following 
issues have been carefully thought through: 

(1) Who or what entity decides future land 
use? 

(2) What happens when a community de-
cides in the future to change the use of the 
transferred property? 

(3) What happens when cleanup standards 
related to a certain use are ratcheted up-
wards by EPA or by the respective states? 

Until the answers to such issues are fur-
ther refined and a consensus is reached by all 
stakeholders, I caution against moving too 
quickly to short-term solutions that may be 

more budget-based than health and safety- 
based. 

2. Harmonization with Private Sector 
Standards. The goal of trying to quickly- 
transfer bases to our communities is to en-
sure quick development in order to create 
jobs and promote the economic health of our 
communities—it is not the quick transfer of 
bases for the mere sake of quick transfer. 
Unless, however, private sector lenders, de-
velopers, and investors are sufficiently com-
fortable that they will not face potential en-
vironmental liability, they simply will not 
get involved in the redevelopment of a closed 
base. 

Thus, it is critical that DoD’s investiga-
tive, remedial, and transfer processes mirror 
the processes found in the private sector. For 
example, the investigation and remediation 
processes established by the Services should 
reflect and fulfill the same requirements, 
roles, and functions as environmental due 
diligence efforts in the private sector. Fail-
ure to harmonize efforts between the DoD 
and the private sector in this regard will 
only result in delay subsequent to the trans-
fer of closed bases. I have instructed my of-
fice to continue to encourage DoD to make 
every effort to harmonize, to the extent al-
lowed by law, its investigative, remedial, and 
transfer practices with private sector prac-
tices. 

3. Base Transfers Prior to Remedial Ac-
tion. The DERTF Annual Report indicates 
that the DERTF proposes to examine pos-
sible changes in the law to allow property to 
be deeded before remedial actions are in 
place and properly and successfully oper-
ating, so long as there is no increased threat 
to human health and the environment. 

Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA requires that 
each deed transferring federal property con-
tain a covenant warranting that all remedial 
action necessary to protect human health 
and the environment has been taken and 
that any additional remedial action found to 
be necessary after the transfer shall be taken 
by the government. Generally this means 
that base property cannot be transferred be-
fore it is cleaned up. This important statu-
tory requirement helps to protect future oc-
cupants from harm, and the United States 
from liability. In light of the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act and other barriers to the ensuring 
of sufficient funding for cleanups, the re-
quirement of base cleanup before transfer 
provides the one sure means of ensuring that 
there will indeed be cleanup of the facility to 
be transferred. 

The risks involved in deeding property be-
fore cleanup is completed in accordance with 
all applicable law outweigh any potential 
benefits of such premature deeding, in my 
opinion. Even if deeding contaminated prop-
erty does not actually increase the threat to 
human health, it will reduce DoD’s control 
over the transferred property, breach an im-
portant regulatory checkpoint, and increase 
the legal risks to all parties. I continue to 
believe that this option should be rejected by 
the DERTF. 

There is, furthermore, no statutory clean-
up completion requirement for leases. While 
it may be, as the Services are claiming, that 
leases are not being used by the Services in 
order to avoid their cleanup responsibilities 
or to circumvent the ultimate purpose of 
CERCLA, long-term leases are clearly being 
used to avoid—strictly speaking—the provi-
sions of CERCLA § 120(h)(3). While leases can 
and have been used to facilitate reuse in con-
junction with remediation on terms that are 
fully protective of human health and the en-
vironment, it is critical that the Services 
maintain adequate control over the leased 
property in order to ensure that public 
health and safety are protected, that cleanup 
activities are facilitated, and that the lessee 

is not doing anything that might increase 
the legal liability of the government or any 
other party. I am not confident at this point 
that sufficient institutional controls akin to 
those established in the private sector long- 
term property management have yet been 
developed by DoD in the base closure con-
text. 

4. Indemnification of Future Owners. The 
Annual Report points out that the Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 
(‘‘Act’’) contains provisions to indemnify 
transferees from environmental liability, 
and implies that no further study of indem-
nification is needed. The Act indemnifies 
states, political subdivisions and any other 
person or entity that acquires ownership or 
control of a closing base from suits arising 
out of any claim for personal injury or prop-
erty damage resulting from the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances. 

Clearly, the federal government is solely 
responsible for cleaning up contamination 
caused by its activities prior to base closure. 
CERCLA, however, provides as a general 
matter that the current owner (i.e., the 
transferee receiving title to the closed base) 
is jointly and severally liable for response 
costs. Thus the transferee may be found 
jointly and severally liable for the cost of 
clean up residual contamination left from 
military activities notwithstanding the pro-
visions of CERCLA § 120(h)(3). I am unsure 
whether the indemnity provision cited above 
unambiguously provides otherwise. I rec-
ommend that DERTF study this issue and 
that the Act be clarified to comply with the 
common understanding of the government’s 
responsibilities. 

In any event, while who ultimately is re-
sponsible for response costs is a relatively 
straightforward legal issue, determining 
whose ‘‘molecules’’ are contaminating the 
groundwater or soil may be a very difficult 
factual issue—an issue that may only be de-
termined after much litigation and much ex-
pense for all parties concerned. 

I look forward to continuing my office’s 
participation in the DERTF proceedings. As 
we move on to the next round of base clo-
sures, it is critical that we continue to im-
prove the base cleanup and transfer process. 
Thank you for the opportunity to add my 
comments to the DERTF Annual Report to 
be submitted to Congress. 

Sincerely, 
DAN MORALES, 

Attorney General of Texas. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate bill rescinds fiscal year 1995 BRAC 
funding that DOD did ask for and that 
we appropriated, as we should have. If 
the conference committee accepts 
these rescissions in the BRAC ac-
counts, it will further slow cleanup 
that has already been delayed by pre-
vious cuts. Last year Congress re-
scinded half a billion dollars from 
BRAC accounts to pay part of the cost 
of earthquake recovery in California. 
That reduction was spread by the De-
partment of Defense among many fa-
cilities, and the pace of cleanup was 
slowed. 

I know some in Congress have at-
tacked environmental restoration as 
not a legitimate Pentagon expenditure. 
But where the military caused environ-
mental damage, especially where it 
now interferes with productive reuse of 
land and property in the middle of se-
verely dislocated communities, that 
damage constitutes a real cost of mili-
tary activities. It is just a deferred cost 
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created by the Federal Government, a 
bill that has not yet been paid. We 
must pay it. We promised to pay it, and 
the BRAC accounts hold the funds. 

The Department of Defense strongly 
supports these BRAC expenditures. Air 
Force Secretary Sheila Widnall told 
the Armed Services Committee: 

I cannot think of anything more short- 
sighted than to not fund for to rescind envi-
ronmental cleanup money for BRAC bases. 

Secretary of Defense Perry told the 
Budget Committee: 

That work has to be done, there’s no doubt. 
This environmental cleanup we’re doing is 
legislatively required. It’s not as if it’s a dis-
cretion on the part of the Defense Depart-
ment. 

Reducing our excess military facility 
capacity is necessary, Mr. President, 
but it is extremely painful for local 
communities whose economics have be-
come reliant on a facility over many 
decades. Base closure causes a huge 
economic and social disruption, espe-
cially in smaller, rural communities 
where a base has dominated the local 
job picture. At lest 30 Sates are already 
directly affected by base closures initi-
ated in the 6 years, and additional 
bases are scheduled to be identified 
this summer for closure. 

The base closure process has been 
devastating to military facilities in my 
own State of Michigan. We have now 
lost all three of our active Air Force 
bases, a number of smaller facilities, 
and still more closures have been pro-
posed in Michigan for the current 
BRAC round IV. If the reductions pro-
posed in this Senate bill are approved 
by the full Congress and signed into 
law by the President, the impact will 
be felt in many communities with clos-
ing bases from BRAC rounds II and III 
that are currently struggling to sur-
vive, including Wurtsmith Air Force 
Base in Oscoda and K.I. Sawyer in 
Gwinn, MI. These communities are try-
ing to attract new businesses with new 
jobs, and the land and property that 
has been contaminated by the military 
cannot be made available for other use 
until it is cleaned up. That takes 
money, and the money must come from 
these BRAC accounts. 

Mr. President, last month 17 of my 
colleagues in the Senate wrote to the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. We 
urged the committee to fully fund en-
vironmental cleanup at closed military 
bases, and specifically to not rescind 
fiscal year 1995 funds. I ask that the 
full letter, signed by 18 Senators, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, February 27, 1995. 
Hon. MARK O. HATFIELD, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: When the President 

and Congress initiated the process of closing 
military bases, we made a solemn commit-
ment to complete environmental restoration 
and remediation at those facilities quickly. 
We recognized that cleanup is essential be-
fore property can be released by the govern-

ment and reused by local communities try-
ing to rebuild their economies and attract 
new jobs. Congress must not now renege on 
this commitment by underfunding the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) accounts 
that pay for this cleanup. 

Our nation’s military facilities infrastruc-
ture must be reduced commensurate with 
the downsizing of armed forces. At least 30 
states are already directly affected by base 
closures initiated in the first three rounds of 
the closure process, and additional bases are 
scheduled to be identified for closure this 
summer. Where the federal government has 
caused environmental contamination during 
its tenancy, that damage must be substan-
tially repaired before property can be trans-
ferred to a state, locality or private owner 
for productive reuse. Environmental damage 
is a real cost incurred as a result of DOD ac-
tivities and it should be paid for out of the 
DOD budget. 

In many cases, federal and state laws gov-
ern the cleanup activities required, and at 
some bases the relevant parties have nego-
tiated consent agreements mandating spe-
cific cleanup deadlines. Costs associated 
with thses activities are paid for from the 
BRAC accounts, which the Administration 
and Congress have funded adequately in re-
cent years. 

Defense Secretary William Perry recently 
testified to the Senate Budget Committee 
that ‘‘This environmental cleanup we’re 
doing is legislatively required. It’s not as if 
it’s a discretion on the part of the Defense 
Department. That work has to be done, 
there’s no doubt.’’ And Air Force Secretary 
Sheila Widnall testified last year that ‘‘I 
cannot think of anything more short-sighted 
than to not fund or to rescind environmental 
cleanup money for BRAC bases.’’ 

For all of these reasons, we request that 
you reject any rescission of FY 1995 funds in 
this area, and that you support full funding 
of the Department of Defense FY 1996 re-
quest for Base Realignment and Closure 
cleanup activities. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Patrick Leahy, Daniel K. Akaka, Bar-
bara Boxer, Ben Nighthorse Campbell, 
John Lieberman, Frank R. Lautenberg, 
John F. Kerry, Carl Levin, Claiborne 
Pell, Patty Murray, David Pryor, Herb 
Kohl, Chuck Robb, Paul Sarbanes, Tom 
Daschle, Dianne Feinstein, Olympia 
Snowe. 

Mr. LEVIN. We hope that the com-
mittee would heed our advice. Now it is 
vital that the conference committee 
restores these funds so that cleanup 
goes forward without delay, and pro-
ductive reuse in communities with 
closing bases can be accomplished 
swiftly.∑ 

∑ Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
will live forever in the hearts and 
minds of Americans. This memorable 
leader helped to lead this country 
through both a worldwide depression 
and a world war, and when he died he 
left the country positioned to take its 
place as the leader of the free world. 
Fifty years ago April 12, the people of 
our great country lost a President, a 
statesman, and a leader. 

Since 1971 I have had the honor to 
have served on the Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt Memorial Commission, the 
past 5 years of this time serving as the 
cochairman with my distinguished col-
league from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE. 

This Commission was formally estab-
lished by Public Law 372 in 1955 with 
the responsibility of constructing an 
appropriate memorial to the 32d Presi-
dent of the United States. That memo-
rial, which is to be unveiled in 1997, is 
a tribute not only to Roosevelt the 
President, but also to an era. 

I was 10 years old when Franklin 
Roosevelt was elected President, I was 
a 20-year-old naval officer in the waters 
off Okinawa when I heard the news 
that the President had died. Millions of 
Americans, like myself, had grown up 
with the Roosevelts. To many it 
seemed that he would be President for-
ever. Suddenly, while the United 
States are still engaged in war, our 
Commander in Chief was gone. The 
feeling was one of loss and uncertainty, 
Roosevelt was to many Americans the 
only President we had known, to mil-
lions he was a hero and a friend. The 
future suddenly became uncertain for 
those at home and overseas. 

That uncertainty soon turned to con-
fidence as the war was won and the 
United States took its place not only 
as the champion of freedom and peace 
but as the most prosperous nation the 
world has ever known. Roosevelt had 
ensured the future of the country by 
preparing it for the demands of the 
20th century. 

It was Roosevelt’s dedication to the 
future of this country which instigated 
such universally accepted successes as 
the GI bill of rights and the Social Se-
curity Act. The GI bill assisted over 50 
percent of the returning soldiers, sail-
ors, marines, and airmen, guaranteed 
for the United States an educated and 
skilled populace unrivaled in the 
world. While the GI bill provided for 
those upon whose backs the future lay, 
the Social Security Act helped those 
who had already carried the burden. 

As is now well known, Franklin Roo-
sevelt fought a constant battle with 
the crippling effects of polio even as he 
waged war against the Great Depres-
sion and the forces of fascism. His ac-
complishments as President serve as 
the greatest testament to his personal 
victories, and he survives still as an ex-
ample of the human ability to chal-
lenge and overcome even the greatest 
of obstacles. 

Mr. President, the life and Presi-
dency of Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
serves as a reminder to each of us, to 
my colleagues in the Senate and to the 
people all across this country, of the 
ability of the American people to face 
up to and overcome any and all chal-
lenges. To look the uncertainties of the 
future in the face and to move forward 
with confidence and an unshakable 
faith. This is indeed Roosevelt’s long-
est and best lived legacy, his eternal 
challenge to each and every one of us. 
For as he wrote soon before his death, 
‘‘The only limit to our realization of 
tomorrow will be our doubts of today. 
Let us move forward with strong and 
active faith.’’∑ 
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BOSNIA SPRING 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
spring has arrived here in Washington, 
the Grounds of the Capitol are looking 
their best and we welcome the change. 
Unfortunately, spring in Bosnia is not 
a welcome event. Spring in Bosnia 
means the cease-fires of winter melt 
away and the war will resume with all 
its ferocity. 

I have taken this floor many times to 
decry the ethnic cleansing that con-
tinues in Bosnia and to urge our Gov-
ernment, and the U.N. Security Coun-
cil, to act more responsibly in address-
ing this terrible tragedy. It comes as 
no surprise that those affected by our 
inaction are astonished at our apparent 
indifference, and chastise us for failing 
to uphold basic moral and legal norms. 

On Wednesday, the Washington Post 
printed a portion of a statement by 
Vinko Cardinal Puljic, archbishop of 
Sarajevo. While the United States, 
along with the U.N. Security Council 
and NATO sit on our hands, we cannot 
also cover our ears. The archbishop of 
Sarajevo knows of what he speaks. The 
Senate would do well to listen. 

I ask that the article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 5, 1995] 

FOR THE RECORD 
(By Vinko Cardinal Puljic) 

I, like so many in Bosnia-Herzegovina, am 
astonished and bewildered . . . at the inter-
national community’s indifferent, half- 
hearted, inconsistent and ineffectual re-
sponse to aggression and ‘‘ethnic cleansing.’’ 
Not only has [it] not acted decisively, it has 
even contributed to the ethnic division of 
Bosnia and has legitimized aggression by 
failing to uphold basic moral and legal 
norms. 

If the principles of peace and international 
justice are buried in the soil of the Balkans, 
Western civilization will be threatened. . . . 
I am convinced that there are moral means 
to thwart immoral aggression. The inter-
national community must have the will to 
use the means available to it to protect 
threatened populations, to encourage demili-
tarization and to establish other conditions 
necessary for progress toward peace. The so-
lution cannot be simply to give up and with-
draw. If the United Nations and the inter-
national community do not now have effec-
tive means to respond to the humanitarian 
crisis in Bosnia and elsewhere—and it is 
clear that they do not—then nations have 
the responsibility to take the steps nec-
essary to develop more effective inter-
national structures. 

This is not a religious conflict, but some 
would misuse religion in support of ethnic 
division and extreme nationalism. Therefore, 
as a religious leader, I believe I have a spe-
cial responsibility to stand beside those who 
are victims of injustice and aggression, re-
gardless of their religious, ethnic or national 
identity. I also believe that, even though a 
just peace seems far off, religious and other 
leaders must not wait for an end to war to 
begin the daunting task of reconciling deep-
ly divided communities.∑ 

f 

THE SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, last 
night, I voted for final passage of the 
supplemental appropriations bill. 

The bill, as amended by the com-
promise substitute, is a distinct im-
provement over the legislation re-
ported by the Appropriations Com-
mittee. The compromise reduces Fed-
eral spending by nearly $16 billion and 
restores funding to a number of critical 
programs affecting children and edu-
cation. 

This includes a broad range of pro-
grams that I very strongly support: 
Head Start, education reform, safe and 
drug free school programs, the Women 
Infants and Children Program, the 
childcare block grant program, title I 
programs to improve reading, writing, 
and math skills for educationally dis-
advantaged kids, impact aid, and the 
TRIO Program for first generation col-
lege-bound students, and the national 
service college scholarship program— 
AmeriCorps. 

However, the legislation still cuts 
too deeply into important programs 
which the American people approve of 
such as assisting the States in pro-
tecting the quality and safety of our 
drinking water, the opening of Jobs 
Corps centers already announced, and 
for which communities across the 
country have expended funds and re-
sources and funding for the promised 
environmental cleanup of military 
bases. 

One of the great disappointments on 
this bill was the defeat of the Mikulski 
amendment by a vote of 68 to 32. 

The Mikulski amendment would have 
restored funds for a number of impor-
tant national programs such as the 
housing program, and also would have 
funded the EPA Center in Bay City, the 
CIESIN facility in Saginaw, and an-
nounced Job Corps centers in nine cit-
ies across the country, including Flint. 

I have already begun discussions with 
colleagues in an effort to restore some 
of these cuts in conference between the 
House and the Senate.∑ 

f 

U.S.-HONG KONG POLICY ACT 
REPORT 

∑ Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the March 
31, 1995 report required by the U.S.- 
Hong Kong Policy Act made some use-
ful contributions to the historical 
record of Hong Kong’s transition from 
a dependent territory of the United 
Kingdom to a special administrative 
region of the People’s Republic of 
China. The report correctly assessed 
Governor Patten’s highly touted legis-
lative reforms as modest. 

The account given of threats to press 
freedoms was also important, in light 
of the People’s Republic of China’s re-
cent actions against Hong Kong and 
other journalists. While the report in-
cluded the case of Xi Yang, the Hong 
Kong reporter imprisoned inside main-
land China for ‘‘stealing state financial 
secrets,’’ it would have been appro-
priate for the report to have included 
the detail that the secrets were 
planned increases in interest rates and 
the sale of gold. 

Most important, the report expressed 
U.S. support for ‘‘continued develop-
ment of democratic institu- 

tions * * * and the conduct of free and 
fair elections after July 1.’’ I hope the 
United States Government is making 
this position clear to the People’s Re-
public of China in no uncertain terms. 

The report neglected to discuss a 
number of important developments 
which I highlight here because they are 
so critical to the future of the terri-
tory. 

Much as China’s treatment of the 
press has had a chilling effect on Hong 
Kong journalists, the People’s Republic 
of China’s harsh and arbitrary treat-
ment of businessmen is having per-
nicious effects in Hong Kong. The Peo-
ple’s Republic of China frequently ar-
rests, imprisons, and holds incommuni-
cado, foreign businessmen—almost 20 
in the past 3 years—particularly those 
with whom People’s Republic of China 
state-owned enterprises have commer-
cial disputes. For example, at the in-
stigation of the People’s Republic of 
China, James Peng, an Australian cit-
izen, was arrested by Macau police and 
deported to Shenzen in Guandong Prov-
ince. Mr. Peng’s offense was that he 
won a legal battle to retain control of 
his company, a Sino-foreign joint ven-
ture listed on the Shenzen stock ex-
change. Another businessman, Zhang 
Guei-Xing, who holds an American 
green card, was jailed under horrific 
conditions in a detention camp in 
Zhengzhou for 21⁄2 years. A Miami busi-
nessman, Troy McBride, has been de-
tained in Anhui province since mid- 
March, his passport confiscated, be-
cause of a commercial dispute. In the 
People’s Republic of China today, eco-
nomic disputes have become economic 
crimes. Arrests, detention, and harass-
ment of businessmen are just one more 
business practice. The ultimate goal is 
a settlement involving the surrender of 
property or other assets—in effect, a 
ransom payment. 

Hong Kong’s Independent Commis-
sion Against Corruption [ICAC] reports 
a sharp increase in corruption com-
plaints as the People’s Republic of 
China and Hong Kong markets become 
more intertwined. The People’s Repub-
lic of China’s treatment of business-
men, the absence of the rule of law, and 
the insidious spread of corruption from 
the mainland to Hong Kong, must be 
included in future U.S.-Hong Kong Pol-
icy Act reports. 

The report’s recognition of the lack 
of progress and even stalling on rule of 
law issues within the joint liaison 
group is also important. However, the 
report should have acknowledged that 
the role the joint liaison group has as-
sumed in this transition period is con-
trary to the terms of the joint declara-
tion, which expressly states that the 
joint liaison group is ‘‘not an organ of 
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power.’’ Under the joint declaration’s 
terms, Great Britain has the authority 
to govern Hong Kong until June 30, 
1997. 

The People’s Republic of China’s ma-
nipulation of the joint liaison group is 
part of the People’s Republic of China’s 
10-year pattern of reneging on its com-
mitments under the joint declaration. 
Notwithstanding the recent public re-
lations tour through the United States 
by Lu Ping, Beijing’s top Hong Kong 
official, the People’s Republic of China 
has repeatedly displayed its contempt 
for the joint declaration. Five years 
ago this week, in April 1990, Beijing 
codified significant deviations from the 
joint declaration in the basic law, the 
so-called miniconstitution for post-1997 
Hong Kong that Beijing wrote and 
rubberstamped in its National People’s 
Congress. The basic law subordinates 
the Hong Kong Legislature to the Bei-
jing-appointed executive, and assigns 
the power of judicial interpretation to 
the standing committee of the Na-
tional People Congress rather than to 
Hong Kong’s judges. The basic law’s 
provisions on the legislature may be-
come moot however, since the People’s 
Republic of China has promised or 
threatened to dismantle the Legco and 
Hong Kong’s two other tiers of govern-
ment. 

Beijing also threatens to abolish the 
Bill of Rights, enacted by the Legco in 
1991 in reaction to the Tiananmen 
Square Massacre, and over the objec-
tions of the Hong Kong government. 
Finally, a high official of the Chinese 
supreme court has suggested that Bei-
jing will replace Hong Kong’s common 
law system, which is synonymous with 
individual rights and the rule of law 
within a civil law system. China’s own 
civil law system is explicitly subordi-
nated to the Communist Party. 

The status of plans for establishing a 
high court before 1997 is cause for con-
cern as well, and here the report’s brief 
treatment of the issue is troubling. The 
details of a Court of Final Appeal, to 
replace the Privy Council in London, as 
the territory’s highest court were 
agreed to in the joint declaration. The 
U.S.-Hong Kong Policy Act report mis-
takenly accepts the 1991 agreement be-
tween the British Government of Hong 
Kong and China as a basis for the Hong 
Kong government’s legislation imple-
menting the court. The 1991 agreement 
explicitly violates the joint declaration 
and basic law. Accordingly, democratic 
legislators plan to amend it to bring it 
into accord with the joint declaration. 

I was surprised and disappointed that 
the report did not address two matters 
of tremendous significance in this tran-
sition period and to post-1997 Hong 
Kong. First, the report omitted any 
discussion of the Patten government’s 
rejection of proposals by Hong Kong’s 
democrats for an official human rights 
commission. Over the next 27 months, 
the commission cold define a human 
rights standard against which to judge 
the Hong Kong SAR government. The 
People’s Republic of China’s expressed 

hostility to independent and demo-
cratic government institutions after 
1997 is an argument for moving full- 
speed ahead with a human rights com-
mission and other institutional re-
forms, not for backing off. 

Also missing from the report was any 
mention of Great Britain’s failure to 
report on human rights in the colony 
according to its obligations under the 
International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights. 

As 1997 draws near, there will be a 
greater need for accurate and timely 
reporting on developments in Hong 
Kong. There is also a need for a clearer 
recognition of the implications of the 
People’s Republic of China’s behavior 
for the people of Hong Kong. I look for-
ward to future reports and hope that, 
in the intervals between reports, my 
colleagues in the United States. Con-
gress and other friends of Hong Kong 
will pay close attention to the state-
ments and actions of the Beijing and 
Hong Kong governments. Above all, 
there must be more attention to the 
voices and concerns of the Hong Kong 
people.∑ 

f 

IMPACT AID 

∑ Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, last 
night we completed action on H.R. 1158, 
the supplemental appropriations and 
rescissions for fiscal year 1995. I wanted 
to briefly discuss one provision in-
cluded in the leadership amendment 
adopted last evening to restore funding 
for impact aid. As my colleagues know, 
the Impact Aid Program is designed to 
provide aid to assist communities 
which have significant Federal pres-
ence in meeting education objectives. 
Specifically, this funding is important 
to Hatboro-Horsham school district in 
eastern Pennsylvania. My colleague, 
Senator SANTORUM, and I have heard 
from the local school district regarding 
this funding. 

I am aware of the importance of this 
funding to other areas of the country. 
In particular, I want to note the efforts 
of my friend and colleague from South 
Dakota, Senator PRESSLER, to preserve 
the impact aid funding. He personally 
told me of the adverse effect of the pro-
posed rescission would have on a num-
ber of South Dakota schools, including 
the Pollock school district in northern 
South Dakota. I commend Senator 
PRESSLER for his leadership and for 
looking out for the educational inter-
ests of South Dakota schools, students, 
and families.∑ 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, APRIL 24, 
1995 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, when 
the Senate completes its business 
today, I ask unanimous consent that it 
stand in adjournment, and on Monday 
April 24, 1995, at 12 noon, following the 
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be 
deemed approved to date, no resolu-
tions come over under the rule, the call 
of the calendar be waived, the morning 

hour be deemed to have expired, and 
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day; 
that there then be a period of morning 
business until 1 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 5 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, at the 
hour of 1 p.m., it will be the intention 
of the majority leader to proceed to the 
consideration of H.R. 956, the product 
liability bill. For the further informa-
tion of all Senators, the Senate will 
begin the product liability bill at that 
point but no votes will occur before 3 
p.m. on Monday. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 
MONDAY, APRIL 24, 1995 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that following my own remarks, 
the Senate stand in adjournment under 
the provisions of House Concurrent 
Resolution 58. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECORD TO REMAIN 
OPEN 

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the RECORD remain open 
until 2 p.m. today for the introduction 
of bills and statements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE 104TH 
CONGRESS 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I wish 
briefly to add my reflections on the ac-
complishments of this Congress and es-
pecially of our colleagues in the House 
of Representatives during this first 100 
days of that historic Congress. 

The new leadership of the House of 
Representatives made certain commit-
ments, ambitious commitments to the 
people of the United States in the 
course of last year’s campaign covering 
a number of vitally important subjects 
to the people of the United States. 
Those commitments were repeated 
after the election was over. Those com-
mitments have been kept to the letter 
by our colleagues in the House. 

I believe that this remarkable record 
of achievement has created a distinct 
resonance on the part of the American 
people whose opinion of Congress, ex-
tremely low as recently as 6 months 
ago, has at least begun to recover. Per-
haps more significant in the long run 
will be the content of the 100 days’ 
promises, dramatic changes in the way 
in which Congress does its business, a 
very real attack on the problem of vio-
lent crime in our society, a major step 
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forward toward welfare reform, toward 
tax relief for families, and for the cre-
ation of jobs, toward our national secu-
rity, and toward legal reform, Mr. 
President. 

As each of us knows in this body, on 
the other hand, no one can safely make 
100-day promises. The right of unlim-
ited debate, vital to the liberties of the 
people of the United States, causes 
more careful consideration frequently 
of particular items and often frustra-
tion on the part of Members of the Sen-
ate and of the country itself. Neverthe-
less, at least three items in the con-
tract for America have passed this 
body as well as the House. 

The announcement I just made on be-
half of the majority leader indicates 
that a portion of the legal reform agen-
da will be the first item to be discussed 
by the Senate upon its return, and I 
would hazard the estimate that before 
this year is over every one of the items 
on the Contract With America will 
have been discussed and voted on in the 
Senate. We can no more promise than 
the Speaker of the House can that all 
will be passed. Each and every one of 
these items requires at least a degree 
of bipartisan support in the Senate 
given the rules of this body. But it is 

clear that this Congress as a whole has 
acted more decisively and has created 
a greater change in course and direc-
tion for the country than any Congress 
literally in decades. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would be re-
miss if I did not express my personal 
pride in the new Members of the House 
of Represenatives from my own State. 
My own State has provided more new 
Members from my party, more fresh-
men Members than any other State in 
the United States of America, five men 
and one woman of great distinction in 
their previous careers, enthusiastically 
dedicated to the goals of the contract 
on which they ran, and major partici-
pants, even though they are freshmen 
Members, in the wonderful successes 
which the House of Representatives has 
shown. I am proud to be a part of that 
delegation and express my great grati-
tude to them for all they have accom-
plished in as yet short but highly dis-
tinguished congressional careers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor 
f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
APRIL 24, 1995 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 

stand in adjournment until 12 noon 
Monday, April 24. 

Thereupon, at 12:48 p.m., the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, April 24, 1995. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 7, 1995: 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL WHILE ASSIGNED TO 
A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY 
UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 601(A) 
AND 3033: 

CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY 

To be general 

GEN. DENNIS J. REIMER, 000–00–0000 

f 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate April 7, 1995: 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

DENNIS M. DUFFY, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS (POLICY 
AND PLANNING). 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE’S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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